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ISTABLISHMENT OF A NATIONAL POLICY FOR 
COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 





THURSDAY, MAY 10, 1956 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES AND 
WILDLIFE CONSERVATION OF THE 
ComMITTEE ON MerRcHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:45 a. m., Hon. 
John C. Kluczynski presiding, for consideration of H. R. 8001 and 
identical bills, H. R. 9552 and identical bills, and H. R. 10813 and 
identical bills. 
(The bilis H. R. 8001, H. R. 9522, and H. R. 10813 are as follows:) 


[H. R. 8001, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To establish a national policy with respect to commercial fisheries; to establish the Office of 
Assistant Secretary of Commerce for Commercial Fisheries, and define his functions, powers, and re- 
sponsibilities; to strengthen the commercial fisheries segment of the national economy, and for other 
purposes 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United Staies of 
America in Conyress assembled, That the Congress recognizes the material con- 
tribution made to the food-producing segment of the national economy by the 
commercial fisheries of the United States and that industry’s potential for 
strengthening the defense of the United States. As is true with other segments 
of our economy, the well-being of commercial fisheries has a direct bearing on 
the well-being of all. It is therefore the intent of Congress in enacting this legis- 
lation to promote a healthy, prosperous, and productive condition in our domestic 
commercial fisheries: to provide for conservation and efficient utilization of our 
food resources based upon fisheries; and to stimulate the development of a strong, 
prosperous, efficient, thriving domestic commercial fisheries industry. 

Sec. 2. There shall be in the Department of Commerce an additional Assist- 
ant Secretary of Commerce (hereafter in this Act referred to as the ‘Assistant 
Secretary’’) who shall be appointed by the President, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. He shall perform such duties as shall be prescribed 
by the Secretary of Commerce or as may be required by law. He shall exercise 
all functions with respect to commercial fisheries prescribed by this Act or trans- 
ferred to him, under the general supervision and control of the Secretary of 
Commerce. 

Sec. 3. (a) Those portions of the Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department 
of the Interior having to do with biological, oceanographic, meteorological, tech- 
nological, economic, and other scientific investigations, conservation management, 
foreign activities, and economic activities, as all of these portions relate to the 
commercial fisheries, and their functions, are hereby transferred to the Assistant 
Secretary. 

(b) All records, property, personnel, commitments, and unexpended balances 
(available or to be made available) of appropriations, allocations, and other funds 
as the Director of the Bureau of the Budget shall determine to relate primarily 
to the functions transferred by subsection (a) shall be transferred to the Assistant 
Secretary. 

Sec. 4. With a view to keeping the commercial fisheries industry and the 
Government informed, the Assistant Secretary shall conduct continuing studies, 
and periodically report on, the following: 

(1) Production and flow to market of domestically produced fishery com- 
modities ; 
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(2) Production and flow to market of foreign produced fishery commodities, 
as they affect the domestic commercial fisheries; 

(3) Trends in production of fishery commodities; 

(4) Measures appropriate to maximize the sustainable production of fishery 
commodities and minimize wide fluctuations therein; and 

(5) The competitive economic position of the several fishery commodities with 
respect to each other, to competitive foreign-produced fishery commodities, and 
to other competitive commodities. 

Sec. 5. (a) The Secretary shall estabisish, operate, and maintain a program of 
loans for construction or reconstruction of fishing vessels, and for operating 
capital and facilities loans needed by fishermen’s associations or cooperatives. 
He shall also establish, operate, and maintain a program of commodity loans to 
fishermen’s associations or cooperatives, and emergency loans, purchases, and 
payments with a view to securing to domestic fisheries a fair share of the national 
income. 

(b) Loans made under this section shall be made under such terms and condi- 
tions, and for such periods as the Assistant Secretary shall prescribe, with a view 
to mitigating the effects of fluctuating ocean or market conditions upon the 
domestic fishery industry. 

Sec. 6. The Assistant Secretary shall conduct continuing studies, and pericdi- 
cally report, with respect to the following matters: 

(1) Through biologica), oceanographic, meteorological, and other scientific 
research, he shall study and predict the availability of the living resources 
which support the domestic fishery industry; 

(2) Through market research, he shal! study, predict, and report on 
marketing conditions insofar as they affect the domestic fishery industry; and 

(3) Through such means as he determines to be feasible, he shall study, 
and report on the prospeetive availability to the market of products produced 
by the domestic fishery industry. 

Whenever the Assistant Secretary determines that there is a prospective or actual 
oversupply of any product or products produced by the domestic fishery industry, 
he shall engage in promotional and informational activities with a view to stimu- 
lating the consumption of such products. 

Sec. 7. (a) Whenever the Assistant Secretary has reason to believe that any 
product or products are being or are practically certain to be imported into the 
United States under such conditions and in such quantities as to render or tend 
to render ineffective, or materially interfere with, his operations under section 5, 
or to reduce substantially the amount of any product processed in the United 
States from any product produced by domestic commercial fisheries, he shall so 
advise the President. If the President agrees that there is reason for such belief, 
he shall cause an immediate investigation to be made by the United States Tariff 
Commission which shall give precedence to investigations to determine such 
facts. Such investigations shall be made after due notice and opportunity for 
hearing to interested parties, and shall be subject to such regulations as the 
President shall specify. 

(b) If, on the basis of such investigations and report to him of findings and 
recommendations made in connection therewith, the President finds the existence 
of such facts, he shall by proclamation impose such fees not in excess of 50 per 
centum ad valorem or such quantitative limitations on any article or articles 
which may be entered, or withdrawn from warehouse, for consumption as he finds 
and declares shown by such investigation to be necessary in order that the entry 
of such article or articles will not render or tend to render ineffective, or materially 
interfere with, any program or operation referred to in section 5, or reduce sub- 
stantially the amount of any product processed in the United States from any 
product produced by domestic commercial fisheries. In designating any article 
or articles, the President may describe them by physical qualities, value, use, or 
upon such other bases as he shall determine. 

(ec) After investigation, report, finding, and declaration In the manner provided 
in the case of a proclamation issued pursuant to subsection (b) of this section, any 
proclamation or provision of such proclamation may be suspended or terminated 
by the President whenever he finds and proclaims that the circumstances requiring 
the proclamation or provision thereof no longer exist or may be modified by the 
President whenever he finds and proclaims that changed circumstances require 
such modification to carry out the purposes of this section. 

(ad) Any decision of the President as to facts under this section shall be final. 

(e) No trade agreement or other international agreement heretofore or here- 
after entered into by the United States shall be applied in a manner inconsistent 
with the requirements of this section. 
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Sec. 8. (a) The Assistant Secretary shall periodically prepare and disseminate 
to the public information relating to market conditions, production, and economics 
of fisheries in the principal fishing countries. 

(b) The Assistant Secretary shall cooperate with the Secretary of State in 
providing representation of the United States on International Fisheries Com- 
missions and at International Fisheries Conferences. 

(c) The Assistant Secretary shall advise and consult with the Secretary of 
State and with other officers of the United States having responsibilities in the 
fields of providing economic and technical aid to foreign nations, with a view to 
providing coordination in programs of such aid isofar as such programs affect 
the interests of domestic commercial fisheries. The Assistant Secretary shall be 
represented in all international negotiations conducted by the United States 
pursuant to section 350 of the Tariff Act of 1930, insofar as such negotiations 
directly affect domestic commercial fisheries. 





[H. R. 9552, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To establish a sound and comprehensive national policy with respect to the development, con- 
servation for preservation, management and use of fisheries resources, to create and prescribe the functions 
of the United States Fisheries Commission, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the ‘‘Fisheries Act 
of 1956.” 

DECLARATION OF POLICY 


Sec. 2. The Congress hereby declares that fish and shellfish resources make a 
material contribution to the health and well-being of our citizens and constitute 
an important part of the food-producing segment of the national economy, and 
that a sound and comprehensive national policy with respect to the development, 
conservation for preservation, management, and maximum use of such resources, 
the prevention of excessive exploitation thereof, and the promotion and mainte- 
nance of prosperous and productive conditions in both the commercial and the 
sport and recreational fisheries industries is essential in the public interest. The 
Congress further declares that the provisions of this Act are necessary in order to 
accomplish such objectives, and that this Act shall be administered with due 
regard to the inherent right of every citizen and resident of the United States to 
engage in fishing for his own pleasure and enjoyment. 


UNITED STATES FISHERIES COMMISSION 


Sec. 3. (a) There is hereby created an independent agency of the Government 
to be known as the United States Fisheries Commission (hereinafter referred to 
as the ‘‘Commission’’) which shall be composed of five members to be appointed 
by the President, by and with the advice of the Senate. One of such members 
shall be designated by the President as Chairman of the Commission at the time 
of nomination. Each such member shall hold office for a term of six years; except 
that the terms of office of the members first appointed shall expire, as designated 
by the President at the time of nomination, as follows: One on January 1, 1958, 
one on January 1, 1959, one on January 1, 1960, one on January 1, 1961, and one 
on January 1, 1962. A vacancy in the membership of the Commission shall not 
affect the power of the remaining members to exercise the functions of the Com- 
mission, and shall be filled in the same manner as is the case of the original appoint- 
ment. Not more than three members of the Commission shall be members of the 
same political party. The Chairman of the Commission shall receive compensa- 
tion at the rate of $20,000 per annum, and each of the other members of the 
Commission shall receive comp.nsation at the rate of $18,000 per annum. 

(b) Not less than three members of the Commission shall have general knowl- 
edge of commercial and sport fishing conditions and of the problems confronting 
the domestic and international fisheries. 

(c) In addition to exercising the functions transferred to it by this Act and 
otherwise provided by law, it shall be the duty of the Commission (1) to assist 
and advise the appropriate agencies of the several States which have the primary 
responsibility of managing fisheries, and any international agencies having similar 
official responsibilities, (2) to promote, conserve, and manage any fisheries in the 
Territories and possessions of the United States that remain the sole responsibility 
of the Federal Government, and (3) to construct, maintain, and operate fish cul- 
tural stations relating to fish and shellfish, either independently or in cooperation 
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with State, Territorial, and private agencies, to the extent authorized by the 
Congress and by law. 

(d) It shall also be the duty of the Commission to prepare and submit to the 
Congress such programs, policies, and directives relating to the advancement, 
management, regulation, and protection of fisheries as the Commission deems 
necessary to carry out the purposes of this Act or as may be required by law. 

(e) The Commission shall conduct continuing studies, shall prepare and dis- 
seminate information, and shall make periodical reports and recommendations 
to the public, to the President, and to the Congress, with respect to the following 
matters: 

1) The production and flow to market of fish and fishery products domestically 
produced: 

(2) The production and flow to market of fish and fishery products produced 
by foreign producers which affect domestic commercial fisheries; 

3) The trends in production of the various kinds of fish and shellfish; 

(4) The measures which are appropriate to assure the maximum sustainable 
production of fish and fishery products and to prevent unnecessary and excessive 
fluctuations in such production; 

5) The measures that are necessary to prevent the excessive and harmful 
exploitation of the fisheries resources; 

(6) The methods and practices used in catching and taking fish and shellfish 
that are wasteful and that have the effect of diminishing the fisheries resources in 
the waters of the Continental Shelf and the high seas; 

(7) The competitive economic position of the various fish and fishery products 
with respect to each other and to competitive fish and fishery products produced 
by foreign producers; 

(8) The market conditions, amount of production, and general economic 
position of fish and fishery products in the countries in which such products 
constitute an important part of the food supply; and 

(9) Any other matters which in the judgment of the Commission are of public 
interest in connection with any phases of fisheries operations. 

(f) The Commission shall cooperate to the fullest practicable extent with the 
Secretary of State in providing representation at all meetings and conferences 
relating to fisheries in which representatives of the United States and foreign 
countries participate. The Secretary of State shall, wherever possible, designate 
at least one member of the Commission to the negotiating team in all matters 
relating to international fisheries. 

(g) The Secretary of State and all other officials having responsibilities in the 
fields of technical and economie aid to foreign nations shall consult with the 
Commission in all cases in which the interests of domestic commercial and sport 
fisheries are involved with a view to assuring that such interests are adequately 
represented at all times. 

(h) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Commission shall be 
represented in all international negotiations conducted by the United States 
pursuant to section 350 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, in any case in 
which domestic commercial and sport fisheries are directly affected by such 
negotiations. 

(i) The Commission shall make such studies and investigations relating to 
fishing operations on the high seas as it deems necessary for the welfare and pro- 
tection of domestic fisheries, and shall make reports and recommendations to 
the Congress and to the Secretary of State with respect to any practices, opera- 
tions, or conditions or any other matters that it deems to be detrimental to, or 
vital to the security and welfare of, such fisheries. 

(j) The Commission is authorized, in accordance with the civil-service laws 
and the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, to appoint and fix the compen- 
sation of such personnel as it deems necessary to carry out the provisions of this 
Act. 

(k) The Commission may request and secure the advice or assistance of any 
department or agency of the Government, and any such department or agency 
which furnishes advice or assistance to the Commission may expend its own 
funds for such purposes, with or without reimbursement from the Commission 
as may be agreed upon between the Commission and the department or agency. 

(1) The Commission shall consult periodically with the various governmental, 
private nonprofit and other agencies which have to do with any phase of non- 
commercial fishing with respect to any problems that may arise in connection with 
such fishing 
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(m) The Commission may make such rules and regulations as it deems necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this Act, and all such rules and regulations shall be 
published in the Federal Register as in the case of those of any other ageney. 

(n) The Commissioa shat! make an annua: report to the Congress with respect 
to its activities under this Act. 


TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS TO COMMISSION 


Sec. 4. (a) There are hereby transferred to the Commission all the functions 
of the Department of the Interior (including the functions of the Secretary 
thereof and of the Fish and Wildlife Service) relating in any manner to fishieres, 
and the development, advancement, management, conservation, and protection 
thereof. 

(b) In addition, the functions of the Secretary of the Interior (1) relating to 
the protection of fur seals, and to the supervision of the Pribilof Islands and the 
care of the natives thereot: and (2) relating to the Whaling Convention Act of 
1949 (Public Law 676, Eighty-first Congress) and any other functions of the 
Secretary relating to hair seals, sea lioas, whales, and other mammals, are hereby 
transferred to, and shall hereafter be exercised by, the Commission. 

(c) There are hereby transferred to the Commission all funetions of the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, the Secretary of Commerce and the head of any other depart- 
ment or agency, which are now exercised by them or provided for under any Act 
of Congress and which relate in any manner to fisheries; but nothing in this sub- 
section shall be construed to interfere with or modify the authority of the Depart- 
ment of State or the Secretary thereof to negotiate or enter into any international 
agreements or conventions with respect to the development, management, or 
protection of any fisheries resources. 

(d) There are hereby trausferred to the Commission so much of the personnel, 
property, facilities, records, and unexpended balances of appropriations, allo- 
cations, and other tunds (available or to be made available) as the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget determines to be necessary in connection with the 
exercise 0: the functions transferred to the Commission by subsection (a), (b), 
aad (c) of this section. 


MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 


Sec. 5. Close cooperation shall be established and maintained between the 
United States and Canada, and between the United States and Mexico, through 
fisheries agreements, in the interest of conserving and utilizing to the fullest 
practicable extent the stocks of food fish and shellfish which inhabit the waters of 
the Continental Shelf. Such cooperation shall also be established and maintained 
between the United States and other nations through fisheries agreements relating 
to the conservation and use of the stocks of food fish which inhabit the waters of 
the high seas. 

Sec. 6. Nothing in this Act shall be construed to interfere in any manner with 
the rights of any State under the Submerged Lands Act (Publie Law 31, Eighty- 
third Congress) or otherwise provided by law. 

Sec. 7. (a) It shall be unlawful for any citizen of the United States 

(1) to catch or take any salmon, trout, or other fishes on the high seas 
(except as authorized by the Commission for experimental or sport fishing 
purposes) with any form of net, gear, or other appliance which the Commission 
finds would prevent or interfere with the conservation of such fishes; and 

(2) to fish for or catch any species of shellfish in the waters of either the 
Atlantic Ocean or the Pacific Ocean by means of tangle nets or any other 
device or gear which the Commission finds would have the unavoidable result 
of taking immature and female shellfish at the same time that marketable 
male shellfish are taken. 

(b) The Commission is authorized to make such rules and regulations as may 
be necessary to enforce the provisions of this section 

(ec) Any person who violates any provision of this section, or any rule or regula- 
tion preseribed by the Commission pursuant to subsection (b) of this section, shall 
be fined not more than $ or imprisoned for not more than vears, 
or both. 

AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIATION 


Sec. 8. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 
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[H. R. 10813, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To establish a sound and comprehensive national policy with respect to the fisheries; to create and 
prescribe the functions of the United States Fisheries Commission; to strengthen the fisheries segment 
of the national economy; and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Fisheries Act 
of 1956.” 

DECLARATION OF POLICY 

Sec. 2. The Congress hereby declares that the fish and shellfish resources make 
a material contribution to the food supply, health, recreation, and well-being of 
our citizens. They are a living, renewable form of national wealth, capable of 
being maintained and greatly increased with proper attention, but equally capable 
of destruction if neglected. The fisheries dependent upon them have occupied 
an important place in the economy of the Nation since its colonial beginnings. 
They give employment, directly or indirectly, to a substantial number of citizens. 
They attract all segments of the citizenry to outdoors, healthful, stimulating 
recreation in every part of the Nation. They furnish a large quantity of protein 
food. Their byproducts have a wide variety of essential uses in the arts, industry, 
and agriculture. They strengthen the defense of the United States through the 
provision of a trained seafaring citizenry and action-ready fleets of seaworthy 
vessels. Properly developed, the fisheries are capable of steadily increasing these 
valuable contributions to the life of the Nation. The Congress further declares 
that the privisions of this Act are necessary in order to accomplish the objective 
of such proper development and that this Act shall be administered with due re- 
gard to the inherent right of every citizen and resident of the United States to 
engage in fishing for his own pleasure, enjoyment, and betterment, and with the 
intent of stimulating the development of a strong, prosperous, efficient, and thriv- 
ing fishery and fish processing industry. 


UNITED STATES FISHERIES COMMISSION 


Sec. 3. (a) There is hereby created within the Department of the Interior, and 
responsible directly to the Secretary thereof (except as hereinafter provided), an 
agency of the Government to be known as the United States Fisheries Commis- 
sion (hereinafter referred to as the ‘“‘Commission’’) which shall be composed of 
five members to be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and consent 
of the Senate. One of such members shall be designated by the President as 
Chairman of the Commission at the time of nomination. Each such member 
shall hold office for a term of six years, except that the terms of office of the mem- 
bers first appointed shall expire, as designated by the President at the time of 
nomination, as follows: One on January 1, 1958, one on January 1, 1959, one on 
January 1, 1960, one on January 1, 1961, and one on January 1, 1962. A vaeaney 
in the membership of the Commission shall not affect the power of the remaining 
members to exercise the functions of the Commission, and shall be filled in the 
same manner as is the case of the original appointment. Not more than threc 
members of the Commission shall be members of the same political party. The 
Chairman of the Commission shall receive compensation at the rate of $20,000 
per annum, and each of the other members of the Commission shall receive com- 
pensation at the rate of $18,000 per annum. 

(b) Not less than three members of the Commission shall have practical knowl- 
edge of fishing conditions and of the problems confronting the fisheries. 

(c) In addition to exercising the functions transferred to it by this Act and 
otherwise provided by law, it shall be the duty of the Commission to conduct con- 
tinuing investigations, prepare and disseminate information, and make periodical 
reports to the public, to the President through the Secretary of the Interior, and 
to Congress. with respect to the following matters: 

(1) The production and flow to market of fish and fishery products domestically 
produced and also those produced by foreign producers which affect the domestic 
fisheries. 

(2) The availability and abundance of the living resources which support the 
domestic fisheries and the measures which are appropriate to assure the maximum 
sustainable production of fish and fishery products and to prevent unnecessary 
and excessive fluctuations in such production. 

3) The competitive economic position of the various fish and fishery products 
with respect to each other, to competitive foreign-produced commodities, and to 
other competitive commodities; and 
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(4) Any other matters which in the independent judgment of the Commission 
are of public interest in connection with any phases of fisheries operations. 

(d) Whenever the Commission determines that the economic condition of any 
segment of the domestic fisheries has been seriously disturbed either by wide 
fluctuations in the abundance of the resource supporting it, or by unstable market 
or fishing conditions from any cause, the Commission shall make such recom- 
mendations to the President and the Congress with respect to credit relef and 
other measures as it deems to be appropriate to aid in stabilizing the domestic 
fisheries. 

(e) Whenever the Commission determines that there is a prospective or actual 
surplus of any product produced by the domestic fisheries, it shall engage in spe- 
cial promotional and informational activities with a view to stimulating the con- 
sumption of such products. 

(f) The Commission is authorized to make a report to the President and the 
Congress concerning the following matters with respect to any fishery product 
which is imported into the United States, upon a request from any segment of 
the domestic industry producing a like or directly competitive product 

(1) whether there has been a downward trend in the production, employ- 
ment, or prices, or a decline in the sales, of the like or directly competitive 
product produced by the domestic industry; or 

(2) whether there has been an increase in the imports of the fishery prod- 
uct into the United States, either actual or relative to the production of the 
like or directly competitive product by the domestic industry. 

(g) The Commission shall cooperate to the fullest practicable extent with the 
Secretary of State in providing representation at all meetings and conferences re- 
lating to fisheries in which representatives of the United States and foreign coun- 
tries participate. The Secretary of State shall desingate at least one member of 
the Commission to the United States delegation attending such meetings and 
conferences, and to the negotiating team of any such delegation. 

(h) The Secretary of State and all other officials having responsibilities in the 
fields of technical and economic aid to foreign nations shall consult with the Com- 
mission in all cases in which the interests of fisheries are involved with a view to 
assuring that such interests are adequately represented at all times. 

(i) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Commission shall be rep- 
resented in all international negotiations conducted by the United States pur- 
suant to section 350 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, in any case in which 
fishery products are directly affected by such negotiations. 

(j) The Commission is authorized, in accordance with civil service laws and the 
Classification Act of 1949, as amended, to appoint and fix the compensation of 
such personnel as it deems necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

(k) The Commission may request and secure the advice or assistance of any 
Department or Agency of the Government, and any such Department or Agency 
which furnishes advice or assistance to the Commission may expend its own funds 
for such purposes, with or without reimbursement from the Commission as may 
be agreed upon between the Commission and the Department or Agency. 

(1) The Commission shall consult periodically with the various governmental, 
private nonprofit and other organizations and agencies which have to do with anv 
phase of fishing with respect to any problems that may arise in connection with 
such fishing. 

(m) The Commission may make such rules and regulations as it deems necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this Act, and all such rules and regulations shall be 
published in the Federal Register as in the case of those of any other agency. 

(n) The Commission shall make an annual report to the Congress with respect 
to its activities under this Act, and shall make such recommendations for additional 
legislation as it deems necessary. 


TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS TO COMMISSION 


Sec. 4. (a) There are hereby transferred to the Commission all the functions, 
duties, and responsibilities of the Department of the Interior under existing law, 
interstate compacts and international treaties and conventions (including the 
functions, duties, and responsibilities of the Secretary thereof and the Fish and 
Wildlife Service) relating in any manner to fisheries and the development, advance- 
ment, management, conservation, and protection thereof. 

(b) In addition, the functions of the Secretary of the Interior (1) relating to 
the protection of fur seals, and to the supervision of the Pribilof Islands and the 
care of the natives thereof; and (2) relating to the Whaling Convention Act of 
1949 (Public Law 676, Eighty-first Congress) and any other functions of the 
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Secretary relating to hair seals, sea lions, whales, and other marine mammals, are 
hereby transferred to and shall creafter be exercised by, the Commission. 

(c) There are hereby transferred to the Commission all functions of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, the Secretary of Commerce, and the head of any other 
department or agency with respect to the development, advancement, manage- 
ment, conservation, and protection of fisheries; but nothing in this subsection 
shall be construed to modify the authority of the Department of State or the 
Secretary thereof to negotiate or enter into any international agreements or 
conventions with respect to the development, management, or protection of any 
fisheries resources or with respect to international fisheries commissions operating 
under conventions to which the United States is a party. 

(d) There are hereby transferred to the Commission so much of the personnel, 
property, facilities, records, and unexpended balances of appropriations, alloca- 
tions, and other funds (available or to be made available) as the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget determines to be necessary in connection with the exercise 
of the functions transferred to the Commission by subsections (a), (b), and (c) of 
this section. 


STATUS OF THE COMMISSION 
Sec. 5. The Commission shall be independent of the Secretary of the Interior 
with respect to all the functions established for it by section 3 of this Act and with 
respect to all the functions, duties, and responsibilities transferred to it by section 
4 ofthis Act. In administering all other functions transferred to it or established 
by this Act, the Commission shall be guided by the general policies of the Secre- 
tary of the Interior with respect to such functions. 


THE RIGHTS OF STATES 
Sec. 6. Nothing in this Act shall be construed (1) to interfere in any manner 
with the rights of any State under the Submerged Lands Act (Public Law 31, 
Eighty-third Congress) or otherwise provided by law, or to supercede any regula- 
tory authority over fisheries exercised by the States either individually or under 
interstate compacts; or (2) to interfere in any manner with the authority exercised 


by any International Commission established under any treaty or convention to 
which the United States is a party. 


AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIATION 


Sec. 7. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


(Reports from the various departments follow.) 


Tub SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington 25, April 10, 1956. 
Hon. Hersert C. BonNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Re prese ntatives, Washington, cn. a 

Dear Mr. CuarrmMan: This letter is in reply to your request of 
January 5, 1956, for the views of this Department with respect to 
H. R. 8001, a bill to establish a national policy with respect to com- 
mercial fisheries; to establish the Office of Assistant Secretary of 
Commerce for Commercial Fisheries, and define his functions, powers, 
and responsibilities; to strengthen the commercial fisheries segment 
of the national economy, and for other purposes. 

The bill would establish in the Department of Commerce an addi- 
tional Assistant Secretary who would, among his other duties, exercise 
all functions of the Department with respect to commercial fisheries. 
The bill would transfer to the Department of Commerce functions of 
Fish and Wildlife Bureau of the Department of the Interior relating 
to commercial fisheries together with related records, property, per- 
sonnel, etc.; would direct the conduct of certain studies relating to 
commercial fisheries; would direct establishment of a program of loans 
for construction and reconstruction of fishing vessels; would provide 
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for regulation of imports of fish products competing wtih the domestic 
commercial fisheries; and would provide for the dissemination of 
information relating to market conditions, production, and economy 
of fisheries in the principal fishing countries. 

This Department recommends against enactment of H. R. 8001. 
The commercial fisheries functions are so closely related to other 
natural resource responsibilities of the Department of the Interior 
that the transfer proposed by H. R. 8001 would require substantial 
duplication of effort with detrimental results to the industry. In 
any event, the establishment of a position of Assistant Secretary for 
Fisheries in an executive department would appear to be inappro- 
priate since it would serve to fragmentize rather than coordinate 
Government executive operations and would place undue importance 
upon the activities of one industry. 

The program of loans for construction or reconstruction of fishing 
vessels contained in H. R. 8001 would appear to be inappropriate 
since here again special emphasis would be placed upon the activities 
of asingle industry. The fishing industry is now eligible for assistance 
in the financing of ship construction under the Merchant Marine Act 
of 1936. It might also be eligible for assistance from the Small 
Business Administration. 

The provisions of the bill relating to protection of the domestic 
industry from foreign competition are contrary to the policy of this 
Administration that industry is expected to seek remedies from undue 
foreign competition through lawfully prescribed procedures initiated 
by it. 

For these reasons, the Department recommends against enactment 
of H. R. 8001. 

We have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that it would 
interpose no objection to the submission of this report to your com- 
mittee, and, further, that enactment of H. R. 8001 would not be in 
accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
Water WILLIAMS, 
Acting Secretary of Commerce. 


—— 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, March 16, 1956. 
Hon. Hersertr C. Bonner, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives. 

Drar Mr. Bonner: Further reference is made to your letter of 
January 5, 1956, requesting the comments of the Department of State 
regarding H. R. 8001, the fishery policy bill. 

The purposes of the proposed legislation are to establish a national 
fishery policy, to transfer the « ‘ommercial fishery function from the 
Secretary of the Interior to the Secretary of Commerce, and to au- 
thorize a program of loans, purchases, and payments to producers. It 
would also provide authority for the imposition of restrictions on im- 
ports to prevent interference with programs permitted by the bill and 
provides that no trade agreement or other international obligation of 
the United States shall stand in the way of the imposition of such 
restrictions. 
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The Department is mainly concerned over the effect some of the 
provisions of the bill would have on our international relations. This 
concern arises from the possibility that the programs envisaged under 
this legislation would lead to severe restrictions on imports and might 
authorize the use of funds to encourage exports of fishery products “by 
the payment of export subsidies. 

The United States is engaged in an effort to encourage a mutually 
beneficial and profitable expansion of international commerce through 
the removal and reduction of barriers to trade. The purpose of this 
effort is to promote the economic well-being and security interests of 
the United States. Authorization to impose new restrictions on im- 
ports under section 7 would be inconsistent with this effort. The 
United States has negotiated trade agreements with 42 countries and 
has obtained concessions of benefit to our national economy. To as- 
sure that the benefit of concessions important to the United States 
would not be impaired, we have obtained the inclusion of clauses in 
these agreements prohibiting, with certain exceptions, the imposition 
of additional fees, duties, or other charges or the institution of quan- 
titative limitations on imports. None of the actions which would be 
authorized under section 7 appears to fall within these exceptions. 
Accordingly, were the United States to apply quotas or increase duties 
on concession items, notwithstanding any prior trade agreement or 
other international agreement, the United States would be violating 
and thus undermining obligations for which it sought and obtained the 
acceptance of other governments because such obligations are in our 
own self-interest. Such action would also clearly give rise to doubts 
regarding the integrity of agreements with the United States. 

If one of the concerns leading to the inclusion of section 7 is to find 
a way for domestic producers to obtain relief when increased imports 
due to tariff concessions threaten serious injury to their industry, it 
should be noted that a procedure is already available which can be 
invoked without violating our international commitments. Our trade 
agreements contain an escape-clause provision which permits a party 
to an agreement to raise tariffs or impose quotas if such action is 
necessary to prevent increased imports as a result of obligations in the 
agreement from causing or threatening serious injury to a domestic 
industry. Under the escape-clause procedure the Tariff Commission 
investigates and recommends to the President what, if any, remedial 
action should be taken to deal with such situations. The domestic 
fishery industry is free to avail itself of this procedure. 

The institution of import restrictions would undoubtedly be detri- 
mental to our relations with countries exporting fishery products to the 
United States. The United States imported nearly $210 million of 
fishery products from more than 15 countries in 1954, including 
Canada, Iceland, Norway, Mexico, Peru, and Japan. Canada and 
Japan would be particularly concerned because they are the leading 
suppliers of fishery products to the United States. In 1954 Canada 
was our best, and Japan our third best, customer for our exports. 
Norway, Mexico, and Peru are also good export markets for American 
products. These countries depend on their sales of fishery products 
in varying degrees to pay for their purchases from the United States. 
Iceland is particularly dependent on such sales, as fishery products 
make up nearly 90 percent of Iceland’s total exports to the United 
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States. Since these countries usually buy far more than they sell to 
us, any restrictions on their dollar earnings would tend to be reflected 
in decli ining export markets for ¢ ‘ommodities and products in all sectors 
of the United States, including agricultural products which are in 
surplus supply. 

The Department is also concerned over the possibility that section 
5 might authorize the use of funds to encourage exports through sub- 
sidy programs. The institution of any such programs tends to create 
uneconomic trade patterns, increases governmental intervention in the 
conduct of foreign trade, and leads to international frictions and to 
actions by other countries prejudicial to the interests of the United 
States. Friendly countries exporting fishery products would be con- 
cerned that subsidized exports would displace their normal trade in 
third markets and impair their foreign-exchange earnings. 

If section 5 authorizes measures to support the prices of fishery 
products above the open-market price, the ultimate effect would be 
to raise retail prices for fish. Such higher prices would tend to impair 
the competitive position of fish products in relation to meat, dairy 
products, and alternative protein food and thus lead to an absolute or 
relative decline in demand to the detriment of the industry. Such 
programs would also tend to encourage producers to increase output. 
Such a result, particularly if aggravated by a decline in demand due 
to these programs, might lead to the accumulation of burdensome sur- 
pluses in the hands of the Government at substantial cost to the 
Treasury. The liquidation of Government stocks, furthermore, would 
create new difficulties. If such stocks were placed immediately on the 
open market, prices may be held down or depressed to a point where 
current marketings by fishermen would continue to move into Govern- 
ment hands, thereby maintaining the level of Government stocks or 
creating additional holdings. Likewise, if mennonn stocks were held 
until prices reached a certain level, the Government stocks would 
impose a price ceiling over the open market. Such unsatisfactory 
marketing situations ‘would likely lead to severe restrictions on im- 
ports and demands for export subsidy programs which would have the 
aforementioned adverse effects on our international relations. 

The enactment of the proposed legislation would thus lead to 
restrictions on trade and be contrary to the policy of this Government 
to further the opportunities for mutually profitable international com- 
merce. It might lead to requests for similar treatment on other 
commodities and impair our efforts to assist friendly countries to 
achieve sound economies and to promote cooperation among the 
countries of the free world on the political and security, as well as 
economic, level. 

On the basis of the foregoing considerations, the Department recom- 
mends against enactment of the bill. 

The Departme nt has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget 
that there is no objection to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rospert C. Hitt, 
Assistant Secretary 
(For the Acting Seerctary of State). 
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DePpaRTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25. D. C., March 22, 1956. 
Hon. Herserr C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committes on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Re presentatives, Wash ington 25, D. C. 

My Drar Mr. Bonner: Your commitiee has requested a report on 
H. R. 8001, a bill to establish a national policy with respect to com- 
mercial fisheries; to establish the Office of Assistant Secretary of Com- 
merce for Commercial Fisheries. and define his functions. powers, and 
responsibilities: to strengthen the commercial] fisheries segment of the 
national economy, and for other purposes. This proposed legislation 
is designed to solve. by governmenial reorganization and otherwise. 
various problems of the fisheries industry. It would transfer from 
this Department to the Department of Commerce. and thereby restore 
to that Department, certain functions that, in the interest of better 
vovernmental organization and efficiency, were vested in the Fish and 
Wildlife Service of this Department many years aco. The measure 
is designed, also, to confer certain financial and tariff benefits upon the 
commercial fisheries industry, 

We recommend that H. R. 8001 be not enacted. 

There are many valid reasons for our objection to this proposal. 
This proposed legislation would undo certain benefits obtained from 
a governmental reorganization many Vears ago, as hereafter explained, 
and thereby would create duplication of effort between two Federal 
departments; it would destroy the present integration of functions and 
coordination of activities in the fisheries area of Government adminis- 
tration; and it would lead to many forms of inefficiency and increased 
governmental costs relating to the particular activities involved. Ex. 
cept for the provisions in section 5 of this bill, concerning the estab- 
lishment of a program of loans, and in section 7. relating to the regula- 
tion of imports of fishery products, this proposed legislation would add 
little, if anything, to the authority that already exists and which js 
now being exercised by this Department. We shall discuss these and 
other related considerations in this report. 

In 1940, by governmental reorganization, the former Bureau of 
Fisheries of the Department of Commerce and the former Bureau of 
Biological Survey of the Department of Agriculture were consolidated 
in one agency, the Fish and Wildlife Service. That agency was placed 
in this Department. This was done for the purpose of bringing about 
& proper coordination of common interests, to provide economies in 
operation, and in furtherance of established conservation objectives 
of the new ageney in harmony with other conservation activities of 
the United States administered by this Department. 

This Department, through its Assistant Secretary for Public Land 
Management, administers its prescribed functions relating to the 
fisheries of the United States. Authorized operations and projects 
are carried out, under the direct supervision of the Assistant Secretary 
for Land Management. by the Fish and Wildlife Service. Our organ- 
ization and management in the commercial fisheries area permits full 
consideration, at the policymaking level of Government, of matters 
relating to commercial fisheries, This is one of the alleged objectives 
of this proposed legislation, 
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This proposed legislation, by proposing to transfer commercial 
fisheries away from this Department, and by leaving the management 
of sport fishing under our jurisdiction, would create a legal separation 
of governmental functions that, as a practical and logical matter, 
should not be separated. Many species of fish are the object of both 
commercial fishing as well as sport fishing. Commercial and sport 
fishing are related and must be dealt with accordingly. The wide 
scope of this problem becomes apparent when it is considered that 
many fisheries involve both commercial and sport fishes, and that 
practically all are directly related in varying degrees with other land 
and water resource responsibilities of this Department. 

Examples of the interrelation of commercial and sport fishes are the 
salmon and steelhead runs of the Pacific coast. which support both 
important commercial and sport fishing interests. Such species as 
catfish, perch, and pike, for example, are widespread in the inland 
rivers, lakes, and manmade reservoirs. While they are best known 
for the recreational fishing which they afford, they also contribute 
importantly to the commercial fishing interests. All these and many 
other fishes are propagated and distributed in many cases from the 
same Federal fish hatchery. In addition, both commercial and sport 
fishing needs must be considered in such features of our work as river 
basin investigations and the negotiation and administration of inter- 
national treaty obligations such as the Northwest Atlantic Fishery 
Treaty and the Great Lakes Fishery Treaty. 

This suggested division of a particular function between Federal 
departments concerning our fishery resources would make coordination 
of those resources very difficult. “Coordination of scientific and other 
data common to fishery resources and applicable to both commercial 
and game species would be cumbersome, The use of the skills and 
the assignment of specialists in this field would be overlapping, would 
be less flexible and the quality of governmental service to the fishery 
resources would suffer. Costs would be much greater. At present, 
the Fish and Wildlife Service employ single groups of personnel in 
the conduct of basic biological research, in the collection and analysis 
of statistics, in the study and treatment of fishery diseases, in the 
development of scientific and engineering data, and in other specialized 
services all of which have application to both commercial and sport 
fishes. This is equally true of the combined use of laboratories, 
vessels, libraries, and other specialized facilities and equipment for 
the benefit of the whole industry. 

The present efficiency and economy of our administration of both 
fish and wildlife resources, through the Fish and Wildlife Service. is 
apparent in the organization of that Service. Personne] engaged in 
river-basin studies investigate the effects of water-development 
projects on both fish and wildlife resources concurrently, and prepare 
single reports based on their studies. Law-enforcement personnel 
function to enforce the migratory bird acts and such commercial 
fishery laws as the Sockeye Salmon Act and the Black Bass Act. 

Removal of the administration of an important resource from this 
Department, as proposed by this bill, where major functions con- 
cerning the Nation’s natural resources are presently concentrated, 
would be to destroy much of the effective and beneficial work that 
has already been accomplished in this field. Considering that this 
Department already has major responsibilities for administration of 
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land and water resources of the Nation the proposed removal of a 
major part of the fishery resources from our responsibility would be 
contrary to established principles of good administration. A case in 
point is the need for proper and wise use of the waters of the Columbia 
River and other Pacific coast rivers, where the needs of the great 
salmon runs, on the one hand, and requirements for hydroelectric 
power and irrigation, on the other hand, must be met in the public 
interest. A coordinated approach to the problems that develop would 
be much more difficult if responsibility were divided between two 
Federal departments. 

The carrying out of investigations of river basins to determine the 
probable effects of water-development projects upon fish and wildlife 
resources, as required by the so-called Coordination Act of 1946, is a 
striking example of the need for integrated management of all aspects 
of resource development. Manifestly, there would be conflicting 
recommendations and actions if two Federal departments were author- 
ized to make independent studies of a particular fishery involving the 
same area and dealing in whole or in part with the same basic data. 

The provisions contained in sections 5 and 7 of the bill, relating to 
loan procedures and tariff matters involve vital considerations. The 
loan provisions, we understand, parallel in many respects the authority 
of the Small Business Administration. We are informed that the 
provisions with respect to protecting the domestic industry from 
foreign competition duplicate existing Tariff Commission procedures 
or go so far as to be contrary to our present policy in this matter. 
Exercise of this authority may also create conflict with existing inter- 
national agreements to which this Government is already committed. 

We desire to emphasize that in our administration of fishery re- 
sources, we have become fully aware of the many problems of the 
fishing industry. We recognize, however, that because of existing 
laws and policies of long standing that govern our administration of 
these resources, as well as important considerations in the field of 
international relations, some of these problems remain for further 
study. These are matters that will continue to occupy our attention. 
We are convinced, however, that a reorganization, such as would be 
carried out by the terms of this bill, would lead only to confusion and 
duplication of effort that would not resolve the industry’s problems. 
We are prepared, through established channels in this Department, to 
render all possible assistance, consistently with the national welfare, 
in the consideration and seuaiadle solution of such problems. 

Because of the foregoing facts and circumstances, it is our opinion 
that the disadvantages that would result from the enactment of this 
proposed legislation would outweigh any advantages that might be 
obtained by the commercial fisheries industry. Such enactment 
would be a backward step, so far as integrated and coordinated 
administration of fishery resources is concerned, for reasons that we 
have stated. 

In any event, if the Congress should find that, as a matter of policy, 
greater attention and benefits should be given to the commercial 
fisheries industry by the Federal Government and that additional 
provisions of law are required for these purposes, we believe that such 
objectives may be better accomplished through the existing framework 
of governmental administration that has already been established in 
this Department relating to this function. 
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The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection 
to the submission of this report to your committee. 
Sincerely yours, 
Westey A. D’Ewarrt, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., April 12, 1956. 
Hon. Herspert C. Bonner, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear CoNnGRESSMAN Bonner: This is in reply to your letter of 
February 29, 1956, requesting a report on H. R. 9552, a bill to estab- 
lish a sound and comprehensive national policy with respect to the 
development, conservation for preservation, management and use of 
fisheries resources, to create and prescribe the functions of the United 
States Fisheries Commission, and for other purposes. 

The bill provides for the creation of an independent Government 
agency to be known as the United States Fisheries Commission with 
responsibilities to promote, conserve, and manage any federally owned 
fisheries in the Territories and possessions of the United States; to 
construct, maintain and operate fish cultural stations; to assist and 
advise the appropriate agencies of the States; to prepare and submit 
to Congress programs, policies, and directives relating to the advance- 
ment, management, regulation, and protection of fisheries; and to con- 
duct continuing studies, prepare and disseminate information, and 
make periodical reports relating to fisheries, including the production 
and marketing of fish and fishery products. The bill also provides 
for the transfer to the Commission of all functions of the Departments 
of Interior, Agriculture, and other departments and agencies, except 
the Department of State, relating in any manner to fisheries; including 
the transfer of such personnel, property, facilities, records, and funds 
as the Director of the Bureau of the Budget determines necessary 
to exercise functions transferred to the Commission. 

The bill does not define the term “‘fisheries,’’ so that it is not possible 
to know precisely what functions of this Department would be covered 
or are intended to be covered by the transfer provisions. The Depart- 
ment has functions under the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 
relating to standardization and inspection of fish and fish products. 
These services are integrated with comparable activities for other food 
products and we do not believe that their transfer would be advan- 
tageous to either the industry or the Government. Other agencies 
of the Department in conservation work have incidental functions 
relating to fish, which we doubt are in any way intended to be covered. 
Since we feel that the functions performed by the Department should 
not be transferred by this legislation, we recommend that reference 
to this Department in particular be eliminated from section 4 (c). 
In addition, in view of the catchall language of section 4 (c), we 
believe it would be very desirable to define what is covered by the 
word “fisheries,” in that subsection, so as to exclude such functions 
relating to fish as are performed by this Department or others which 
are incidental to other programs. 
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The Bureau of the Budget advises that the enactment of this pro- 
posed legislation would not be in accord with the program of the 
President. 

Sincerely yours, 
True D. Morss, 
Acting Secretary. 





ExrcutTivE Orrice OF THE PRESIDENT, 
Bureau OF THE BuDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 16, 1956. 
Hon. Herpert C. Bonner, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Cuatrman: This is in reply to your letter of Feb- 
ruary 29, 1956, requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on 
H. R. 9552, a bill to establish a sound and comprehensive national 
policy with respect to the development, conservation for preserva- 
tion, management and use of fisheries resources, to create and pre- 
scribe the functions of the United States Fisheries Commission, and 
for other purposes. 

The Bureau of the Budget strongly opposes the enactment of this 
or ay similar legislation on the followi ing grounds: 

The establishment of an additional independent agency would 
a contrary to the objective of simplifying, insofar as is desirable, the 
organization of the executive branch. ‘This objective was a major 
guideline in the work of both Hoover Commissions, and one which 
this administration continuously seeks to follow. 

2. The fisheries functions were placed in the Department of the 
Interior in 1940 because of their close association with other resources 
functions of that Department. There is also an intimate relation- 
ship with other activities of the Department, such as the adminis- 
tration of the Territory of Alaska and the effect of reclamation proj- 
ects upon fish life. The consolidation of activities in the Department 
of the Interior permitted the consolidation of field activities, thus 
eliminating unnecessary and expensive duplication of effort. For 
these reasons, the Bureau believes that a transfer of fisheries functions 
from the Department of the Interior would not be in the interest of 
effective administration, and would lead to weakening our total effort 
in support of fishery conservation and promotion. 

Somewhat related and additional proposals with respect to fisheries 
are contained in other bills, such as H. R. 8001, now before your com- 
mittee. In general, the Bureau believes that these should not be 
acted upon favorably. 

The principal organizational recommendation of H. R. 8001 is to 
transfer commercial fishery functions from the Department of the 
Interior to the Department of Commerce, and to establish an Assistant 
Secretary with specific responsibility for these functions. In addition 
to the objec tions noted above, it is believed that this proposal involves 
an impracticable and inefficient division of research between commer- 
cial and sport fisheries. The proposed establishment of an Assistant 
Secretary specifically for commercial fisheries is also believed an un- 
desirable precedent. 
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Many other provisions of H. R. 8001 duplicate existing programs 
or are otherwise undesirable. For example, the loan provisions parallel 
in many respects the authority of the Smal] Business Administration. 
Also, the provisions with respect to protecting the domestic industry 
from foreign competition duplicate existing Tariff Commission actions 
or go so far as to be contrary to the established policy of this adminis- 
tration. 

For the above reasons, enactment of H. R. 9552 or such related 
bills as H. R. 8001 would not be in accord with the program of the 
President. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) Prrcivau F. BrunpbaGe, 
Acting Director. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, March 19, 1956. 
Hon. Hersert C. Bonner, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. Bonner: Further reference is made to your letter of 
February 29, 1956, requesting comments by the Department on 
H. R. 9552, a bill to establish a sound and comprehensive national 
policy with respect to the development, conservation for preservation, 
management and use of fisheries resources, to create and prescribe 
the functions of the United States Fisheries Commission, and for 
other purposes. 

The interest of the Department in the proposed legislation lies 
in the possibility that its implementation might have effect upon the 
international relations of the United States. The Department’s con- 
cern in international fisheries matters lies chiefly in the fields 
international conservation and international trade and in the protec- 
tion of American fishing rights on the high seas. 

Certain of the provisions of H. R. 9552 make specific reference 
to the Secretary of State. For example, section 3 (f) requires she 
Secretary of State, wherever possible, to designate at least one member 
of the Commission to the negotiating team in all matters relating 
to international fisheries, which provision the Department interprets 
to refer to international fisheries conservation matters. Section 
3 (g) requires the Secretary of State to consult with the Commission 
in the fields of technical and economic aid to foreign nations in all 
cases in which domestic fisheries interests are involved so as to assure 
that such interests are adequately represented at all times. These 
subsections provide for procedures which are now carried out as a 
matter of practice by the Secretary of State with relation to the 
Department of the Interior and other interested agencies. 

Section 3 (h) would provide for representation of the Commission 
in trade-agreement negotiations conducted by the United States 
pursuant to section 350 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended. In 
this connection, the Department would like to note that effective 
representation of the views of the domestic fishing industry is pro- 
vided under existing arrangements for the administration of the 
trade-agreements program. The Department of the Interior, which 
presently has the principal responsibility for commercial fishery 
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matters within the executive branch, is a member of the Interdepart- 
mental Committee on Trade Agreements. This Committee is respon- 
sible for advising the President on trade-agreement matters and in 
general for administering the trade-agreements program. In addi- 
tion to being a member of this Committee, the Department of the 
Interior has also had a representative in the recent trade-agreement 
negotiations conducted under the Trade Agreements Act. In addition 
to these means for taking account of the interests of the domestic 
fishing industry, provision is also made for obtaining the views of 
the industry directly through public hearings which, under the law, 
are required to be held before trade-agreement negotiations are 
conducted. 

With respect to section 3 (c) which places upon the Commission 
the duty of assisting and advising any international agencies having 
primary responsibility of managing fisheries, the Department calls 
attention to the fact that this would give the Commission a duty to 
assist and advise an international body such as the International 
Pacific Salmon Fisheries Commission which is in no way obligated 
either to seek out or accept such assistance or advice. 

Section 5 requires that close cooperation shall be established and 
maintained between the United States and Canada and between the 
United States and Mexico for the purpose of conserving and utilizing 
stocks of food fish and shellfish inhabiting the waters of the Con- 
tinental Shelf and further requires cooperation between the United 
States and other nations with respect to the conservation and use of 
food fish inhabiting the high seas. It is the established policy of 
the Department to attempt to secure and maintain such close co- 
operation at all times. Further, regarding section 5, it appears sus- 
ceptible of ambiguous interpretations. For example, the waters of 
the Continental Shelf and the waters of the high seas are referred to 
as if they were different. It is the position of the United States, as 
expressed in the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act of 1953, that the 
waters above the Continental Shelf and beyond the 3-mile ‘limit are 
high seas. Again, other nations besides Canada and Mexico have 
intgrest in the food fish and shellfish which inhabit the waters of the 
North American Continental Shelf—France, Portugal, and other na- 
tions in the Grand Banks fisheries, and Cuba in the shrimp fisheries 
off Mexico. Further, the United States has mutual interests with 
Canada and Mexico in food fish which inhabit the high seas—in 
salmon, for example, with Canada; in tuna, for example, with Mexico. 

As to whether a new independent agency should be established, 
this is a matter which involves primarily the interests of other agencies 
of the Government and this Department defers to their views. 

The Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget 
that there is no objection to the submission of this report to the 
committee 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert C. HI, 
Assistant Secretary 
(For the Acting Secretary of State). 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 22, 1956. 
Hon. Hersert C. Bonner, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Bonner: Your committee has requested a report on 
H. R. 9552, a bill to establish a sound and comprehensive national 
policy with respect to the development, conservation for preservation, 
management and use of fisheries resources, to create and prescribe the 
functions of the United States Fisheries Commission, and for other 
purposes. 

We recommend that H. R. 9552 be not enacted. 

This proposed legislation provides for the establishment of a five- 
member ‘United States Fisheries Commission,” as an independent 
agency of the Government. Such Commission would exercise broad 
functions relating to the conservation, management, and promotion 
of fisheries of the United States. In general, the functions of the 
Commission would be essentially the same as the functions that are 
now being exercised by this Department through the Fish and Wild- 
life Service. In this connection, we note that section 4 of the measure 
provides for the transfer to the Commission of all functions of this 
Department relating in any manner to fisheries and the development, 
advancement, management, conservation, and protection thereof. 
There would also be transferred to the Commission all functions of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, the Secretary of Commerce, and any other 
department or agency which relates in any manner to fisheries. 

We believe the creation of this proposed Commission would be 
inadvisable for several reasons. There is general agreement, in our 
opinion, that too many independent commissions have been created 
in the past which, in turn, have created additional problems of ad- 
ministration and have made our governmental structure more cum- 
bersome. This proposed legislation assumes that the development 
and control of a natural resource can be managed more effectively in 
the public interest by an independent commission than by an executive 
department. This has not been the experience of the Federal Govern- 
ment, and is contrary to accepted principles of Government organiza- 
tion. If it is assumed that one natural resource can be managed 
more effectively in this manner, such form of management might be 
applied to all natural resources and to other governmental activities 
as well. Permanent Federal commissions are normally established, 
we believe, to perform functions that are primarily regulatory in 
nature, to act in a quasi-judicial capacity, or otherwise to conduct 
governmental operations that do not lend themselves to the Federal 
departmental system. The Federal Trade Commission, the Federal 
Communications Commission, and the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission are exemples of commissions organized for these purposes. 

So far as the consideration of matters affec ting the fisheries industry 
at the policymaking level of Government is concerned, it is clear, we 
believe, from the history of various commissions that have been 
established, that such consideration may be accomplished to better 
advantage through an executive department than through an inde- 
pendent commission. From our long experience in the administration 
of Federal activities in the fisheries area, we are convinced that 
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effective administration of an activity as dynamic as fisheries manage- 
ment would be seriously hampered by the commission type of organ- 
ization. 

By transferring fisheries management away from tbis Department, 
this proposed legislation would undo the gains that have been achieved 
during the past 15 vears, since the former Bureaus of Fisheries and 
Biological Survey were removed from the Departments of Commerce 
and Agriculture and were consolidated in a single agency, the Fish 
and Wildlife Service of this Department. These gains have been 
due in large measure to tne high degree of coordination that has 
resulted between the fisheries program of this Department and its 
other conservation activities. If an independent Fisheries Commis- 
sion were to be established, our present integration of functions relat- 
ing to fisheries and other conservation activities would be lost. 

This proposed legislation contains, in section 2 thereof, a proposed 
statement of policy relating to the preservation and management of 
fishery resources. We believe that a well-considered statement of 
national policy relating to fisheries would be of assistance in provid- 
ing a firm basis for encouraging the fishing industry to take all pos- 
sible measures to solve its problems, with appropriate assistance from 
the Federal Government. Such policy must be formulated in the 
public interest, we believe, with full appreciation of not only the 
problems of the fisheries industry, but also the obligations that may 
be assumed by the Federal Government as a result of that policy. 
In this connection, we recognize that our fishery products compete 
with other domestic products, especially agricultural products, which 
have received special attention. Also, our fishery products compete 
with imported fishery products that in many instances are produced 
under more advantageous conditions of governmental aid and labor 
costs. In addition, our fishing industry must pursue an increasing 
amount of its activities on the high seas in a climate of shifting terri- 
torial claims. We do not minimize these problems. They involve 
matters that are deserving of special study; and if, as a result of such 
studies, concise and practical statements of policy and guidelines for 
our administration of the Nation’s fishery resources can be evolved, 
we would welcome such result. 

From our examination of this bill, we find there are certain addi- 
tional features thereof that warrant special comment. Section 3 (e) 
(2) would require the Commission to conduct continuing studies, 
prepare and disseminate information, and make periodical reports 
and recommendations to the public, to the President, and to the 
Congress, regarding “the production and flow to market of fish and 
fishery products produced by foreign producers which affect domestic 
commercial fisheries.’”” This provision of the bill relates to matters 
with which we have been concerned. We have discussed with the 
Wepartment of State the matter of establishing procedures and pro- 
viding personnel appropriately located in key areas around the world 
for the purpose of supplying foreign fishery information to our fishing 
industry and to Federal agencies. 

Section 3 (f) of this bill provides for cooperation by the Commission 
with the Secretary of State in providing representation at all meetings 
and conferences relating to fisheries in which representatives of the 
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United States. and foreign countries participate. We recognize the 
importance of matters of this kind. Representatives of this Depart- 
ment participate in all international meetings relating to our fisheries. 
Also, a representative of this Department. sits on the Interdepart- 
mental Trade Agreements Committee which advises the President in 
connection with international trade negotiations conducted pursuant 
to section 350 of the Tariff Act of 1930. 

We note that section 3 (m) would authorize the Commission to 
make such rules and regulations as it deems necessary to carry out 
the provisions of the proposed legislation. If the Congress finds that 
additional regulatory authority is desired in this field, we believe, for 
reasons that we have cited, that such authority should be exercised 
by this Department. 

We note that section 5 of the proposed legislation relates to the 
desirability of maintaining close cooperation between the United 
States and other nations, especially through fisheries agreements. 
This, of course, concerns an activity in which we have been engaged 
for many years and which we recognize to be very important. We 
see no need, however, for additional legislation along this line at 
present, 

We note that section 7 contains certain penal provisions that 
would make it unlawful to take fish on the high seas or shellfish in the 
Atlantic or Pacific Oceans with gear that would prevent or interfere 
with the conservation of such fishes. This section also contains an 
additional provision that would grant the Commission authority 
to make rules and regulations for enforcement thereof. In recent 
years our domestic fishing industry has conducted increased operations 
in the waters of the high seas. This development has, of course, 
brought with it a need for a more definite spelling out of our authority 
to regulate the high seas fishery operations of our citizens. We 
believe, however, that any provision that may be enacted to carry out 
the purposes set forth in section 7 should be more general in nature 
than the provision stated. Such provision should ‘be adopted only 
after the fullest consideration of those rights enjoyed by the States, 
as well as the operations and regulations of the international fishery 
commissions. Such additional authority, if developed along the 
foregoing basis, in our opinion, should be exercised by this Department. 

In the circumstances, while we concur in the general objectives 
of this proposed legislation, for the reasons that we have stated, 
it is our considered opinion that the establishment of a new and inde- 
pendent Federal commission to carry out such purposes, involving 
substantial changes in the well integrated and coordinated fishery 
activities of this De ‘partment would be. highly inadvisable. 

This report has been submitted to the Bureau of the Budget and 
we have been advised by that Bureau that H. R. 9552 would not be 
in accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
Wesuey A. D’Ewarr, 
Assistant Secre lary of the Interior. 
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THe SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington 25, April 6, 1956. 
Hon. Hersert C. Bonner, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CuarrmMan: This letter is in reply to your request of 
February 29, 1956, for the views of this Department with respect to 
H. R. 9552, a bill to establish a sound and comprehensive national 
policy with respect to the development, conservation for preservation, 
management and use of fisheries resources, to create and prescribe 
the functions of the United States Fisheries Commission, and for 
other purposes. 

H. R. 9552 would establish an independent United States Fisheries 
Commission to be charged generally with all functions relating to 
commercial and sport fishing now in the Secretary of Interior or in 
the head of any other department or agency. 

This Department recommends against enactment of H. R. 9552. 

[t is believed that the establishment of an independent agency to 
handle all functions concerned with commercial and recreational 
fishing would serve to fragmentize rather than coordinate Govern- 
ment executive operations and would place undue importance upon 
the activities of this one industry. It is believed that functions of 
this character should be carried on by executive departments of the 
Government ‘rather than by newly created independent agencies. 
Both the first and second Hoover Commissions have emphasized the 
need for streamlining Government organization by elimination of 
independent agencies. The creation of an additional independent 
executive agency with a limited function leads to costly and un- 
economical duplication of housekeeping functions and increases the 
burden upon the immediate Office of the President. 

Moreover, the language of H. R. 9552, transferring functions of 
other agencies (particularly the Department of Commerce and the 
Department of Agriculture), would appear to be so broad as to remove 
from these agencies jurisdiction over matters more closely linked with 
other areas of the food industry than they would be with fishery 
operations. Such functions as food processing and food processing 
equipment manufacture insofar as they are related to fish products 
would appear to be included in the terms of H. R. 9552 although these 
matters do not properly appear to be of immediate concern in the 
fisheries promotion and conservation. 

For these reasons the Department of Commerce recommends against 
enactment of H. R. 9552. 

We have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that enactment 
of H. R. 9552 would not be in accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
StncLtarn WEEKs, 
Secretary of Commerce. 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, May 9, 1956. 
Hon. Hersert C. Bonner, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Bonner: Further reference is made to your letter of 
April 27, 1956, enclosing for the Department’s comments copies of 
H. R. 10813, a bill to establish a sound and comprehensive national 
policy with respect to the fisheries; to create and prescribe the functions 
of the United States Fisheries Commission; to strengthen the fisheries 
segment of the national economy; and for other purposes. 

The Department of State is aware of the concern regarding the 
situation of our domestic fishing industry. The interest of the Depart- 
ment in this particular legislation lies in the possibility that its 
implementation might affect the international relations of the United 
States. The Department’s responsibilities in fisheries matters lie 
chiefly in the fields of international conservation, international trade, 
and in the protection of American fishing rights on the high seas. 

Certain of the provisions of H. R. 10813 make specific reference to 
the Secretary of State. For example, section 3 (g) requires the 
Secretary of State, wherever possible, to designate at least one member 
of the Commission to the negotiating team in all matters relating to 
international fisheries, which provision the Department interprets to 
refer to international fisheries conservation matters. Section 3 (h) 
requires the Secretary of State to consult with the Commission in the 
fields of technical and economic aid to foreign nations in all cases 
in which domestic fisheries interests are involved so as to assure that 
such interests are adequately represented at all times. These sub- 
sections provide for procedures which are now carried out as a matter 
of practice by the Secretary of State with relation to the Department 
of the Interior and other interested agencies. 

Section 3 directs the proposed Commission to investigate and sub- 
mit recommendations to the President and Congress whenever it 
determines imports or any other factors are seriously disturbing the 
economic condition of any segment of the domestic fisheries industry. 
The Department is particularly concerned about this proposal because 
it covers the possibility of recommendations for increased restrictions, 
including embargoes, on imports which may have prejudicial effects 
on our foreign relations. It believes this proposal is neither necessary 
nor desirable since it would result in wide duplication between the 
activity which would be carried on by the proposed Commission and 
that with which the Tariff Commission is now charged under section 
7, the — escape-clause provision, of the Trade Agreements Act 
of 1951, as amended. The escape clause provides a fair and adequate 
way ‘ which to determine, on the basis of an intensive investigation 
of all factors bearing on the situation by the Tariff Commission, in- 
cluding public hearings, whether increased i imports of products covered 
by trade-agreement concessions are causing or threatening serious 
injury, and what, if any, remedial action should be taken by the 
President. 

Section 3 (i) would provide for representation of the Commission in 
trade-agreement negotiations conducted by the United States pursuant 
to section 350 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended. The Depart- 
ment would like to note that effective representation of the views of 
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the domestic fishing industry is provided under existing arrangements 
for the administration of the trade-agreements program. The De- 
partment of the Interior, which presently has the principal respon- 
sibility for commercial fishery matters within the executive branch, 
is a member of the Interdepartmental Committee on Trade Agree- 
ments. This committee is responsible for advising the President on 
trade-agreement matters and in general for administering the trade- 
agreements program. In addition to being a member of this com- 
mittee, the Department of the Interior has also had a representative 
in the recent trade-agreement negotiations conducted under the Trade 
Agreements Act. In addition to these means for taking account of 
the interests of the domestic fishing industry, provisions is also made 
for obtaining the views of the industr y directly through public hearings 
which, under the law, are re quired to be held before trade-: agreement 
negotiations are conducted. There would, therefore, appear to be no 
need for section 3 (i). 

As to whether a new agency should be established within the 
Department of the Interior, this is a matter which involves primarily 
the interests of other agencies of the Government, and this Depart- 
ment defers to their views. 

In view of the urgency of the matter, this report has not been 
cleared with the Bureau of the Budget. Copies of this report are 
being sent to the Bureau. 

Sincerely yours, 
Roxpert C. Hitt, 
Assistant Secretary 
(For the Secretary of State). 


Mr. Kuuczynskr. The committee will please come to order. 

This morning the subcommittee is commencing hearings on a 
number of bills introduced by many Members of the House. The 
bills fall into three main groups but all were intended to establish a 
sound and comprehensive national policy with respect to fisheries; to 
provide for the integration of existing Government functions and 
activities relating to the fisheries, and to strengthen the fisheries seg- 
ment of the national economy. 

The first of these bills, H. R. 8001, was introduced by Mr. Wilson of 
California. Twenty-three other identical bills were introduced shortly 
thereafter by Members of the House from all sections of the country. 
Among other things, it would transfer all governmental fisheries 
functions to the Department of Commerce. 

There was a second group of three identical bills which, among 
other things, would establish an ees United States Fisheries 
Commission. The first of this group, H. R. 9552, was introduced by 
Mr. King of California. 

The third group introduced most recently is represented by H. R. 
10813, introduced by Mr. Thompson of Louisiana. There are 18 
identical bills in this group. The record will show at this point a list 
of all of the bills and their authors. 
(The list referred to is as follows:) 
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Identical bills: 


H. 


R. 


. 8001 by 
. 8249 by 
. 8285 by 
. 8288 by 


Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 


Mr. l 


. 8360 by Mr. 


. 8363 by 
. 8368 by 
. 8375 by 
. 8378 by 
. 8386 by 
. 8455 by 
. 8466 by 
. 8478 by 
. 8498 by 
. 8503 by 


. 8536 by Mrs. 


Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 


. 8589 by Mr. 


. 8590 by 
. 8624 by 


. 8706 by 


. 8731 by 


Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 


. 8744 by Mr. 


. 8755 by 


Mr. 


. 8857 by Mr. 


Identical bills: 
H. R. 9552 by 
H. R. 9607 by 
H. R. 9700 by 
Identical bills: 
H. R. 10813 by 


H. 
H. 
H. 
H. 
H. 


Mr. 


R. 
R. 
R. 
R. 
R. 
eee 


10874 by 
10907 by 
10953 by 
11089 by 
10810 by 
10792 by 
. 10784 by 
. 10770 by 
. 10760 by 
. 10755 by 
. 10910 by 
. 10746 by 


. 10797 by 
. 10888 by 


. 10995 by 
. 10793 by 
. 10845 by 


9031 by } 


Mr. 


Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 


Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 
Mr. 


ai @ 
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Wilson of California 
Curtis of Massachusetts 
Teague of California 
Jtt 
Hosmer 
Johnson of California 
Kilgore 
Lipscomb 
McDonough 
Phillips 
Bell 
Hale 
Lane 
Thompson of Texas 
Younger 
Farrington 
Doyle 
Fogarty 
Dorn of New York 
Roosevelt 
Forand 
Matthews 
Scudder 
Sikes 
Ashley 


King of California 
Miller of California 
Pelly 


Thompson of Louisiana 
Cramer 

Magnuson 

Herlong 

Willis of Louisiana 
Rogers of Florida 
Fascell 

Bennett of Florida 


Mr. Miller of Maryland 
Mr. Colmer 

Mr. Bates 

Mr. Pelly 

Mr. King of California 
Mr. Sikes 

Mr. Thompson of Texas 
Mr. McDonough 

Mr. Kilgore 

Mr. Wilson of California 


Kuvuczynski. This morning we will take testimony only from 
departmental witnesses and will commence to receive statements and 
testimony from authors of the bills and industry representatives on 
May 21 and 22 and such additional time as may be required to es- 
tablish a thorough record for the benefit of the committee. 

We have received departmental reports on H. R. 8001 and H. R. 
9552, but we have not yet received the reports on the later group of 
bills, which I understand to be a refinement of the earlier ones. How- 
ever, I hope the witnesses this morning will be able to include com- 
ments directed to the latest bills as well as the earlier ones. 

You all know that the House goes into session about 11 o’clock this 
morning, and we expect a quorum call shortly after it convenes. | 
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do not suppose that there will be any more work done this morning 
after that. However, we will get started now and go as far as we can. 

The first witness I will call is Mr. John L. Farley, Director of the 
Fish and Wildlife Service. If you have any assistants or anybody that 
you desire to have sit alongside you, Mr. Farley, we will appreciate it 
if you will give their names and positions for the record. 

Mr. Faruey. Mr. Chairman, Secretary D’Ewart is here, as I 
understand, to speak for the Department on these bills, and the mem- 
bers of the staff are here to answer any detailed or technical questions 
that may come up. 

Mr. Kiuczynskr. That will be fine. Seeretary D’Ewart, we 
will be glad to hear you. 

Mr. D’Ewart is one of our former colleagues, and we are very 
happy to have you with us this morning, Mr. D’Ewart. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WESLEY A. D’EWART, ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. D’Ewarr. Mr. Chairman, I have with me Mr. John L. 
Farley, Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service, and his assistants, 
Andrew W. Anderson, Chief of the Branch of Commercial Fisheries; 
Dr. Lionel L. Walford, Chief of the Branch of Fishery Biology, and 
Mr. Harry Shooshan, who handles our international relations in the 
Department of the Interior with regard to fisheries, and Mr. Seton H. 
Thompson of the Branch of Alaska Fisheries of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, who is especially familiar with the Alaska fishery situation. 

These men are all available to you for questions as to any questions 
which may come up. 

I would like to make a general statement first and then go into 
some of the reasons why we think the proposals before you, or these 
bills, will not carry out the objective that we would like to see carried 
out. 

I would also like to make some suggestions that the Department 
of the Interior feels will carry out the purpose of this kind of 
legislation. 

I personally have tried to make some study of the difficulties in 
which the commercial fisheries find themselves. I have made one 
trip to Boston; I have met with the New England fisheries on 2 or 3 
occasions; and I met with this Committee of the National Fisheries 
Institute in Miami recently when we heard those people at that time 
discuss their problems in some detail. From there I went out to 
Long Beach and met with our advisory committee. We have an 
advisory committee that advises the Department with respect to 
fishery matters. These people come from all parts of the country, 
from Maryland, Washington, Massachusetts, Illinois, Alaska, Oregon, 
New Jersey, Florida, California, Connecticut, Maine, Michigan, 
Minnesota, Louisiana, North Carolina, Texas, and Mississippi. 

They represent all branches of the fishery industry. They have 
been most helpful to us in trying to analyze and discover how we can 
be more helpful in connection with those difficulties that the fisheries 
find themselves in at this time. 

Mr. Bonner. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kiuczynskr. Mr. Bonner. 
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Mr. Bonner. Will the Secretary put the names of those people in 
the record? Just give them to the reporter. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Yes, I shall be very happy to. We have a list of 
the names and their addresses that 1 will now file for the benefit of 
the committee. 

Mr. Bonner. Thank you. 

(The matter above referred to is as follows:) 


UNITED States DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
AMERICAN FISHERIES ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
(Authorized by act of July 1, 1954 (68 Stat. 376)) 


Harold R. Bassett, treasurer, C. A. Loockerman, Inc., Route 2, Salisbury, Md. 

Lawrence Calvert, president, San Juan Fishing & Packing Co., foot of Stacy 
Street, Seattle, Wash. 

James 8. Carlson, treasurer, Baker, Boies & Watson Co., 36 Fish Pier, Boston, 
Mass. 


E. M. Concannon, vice president and general manager, W. M. Walker, Inc., 

213-215 South Water Market, Chicago, Ill. 

Chris Dahl, Kayler-Dahl Fish Co., Box 1092, Petersburg, Alaska 

Mark L. Edmunds, Garibaldi, Oreg. : 

David H. Hart, 101 South Lafayette Street, Cape May, N. J. 

Leon 8. Kenney, Pinellas Seafood Co., 1533 Third Street, South, St. Petersburg, 

Fla. 

Donald P. Loker, vice president, Star-Kist Foods, Inc., Terminal Island, Calif. 

Arthur H. Mendonca, president, F. E. Booth, Inc., 280 Battery Street, San 
Francisco, Calif. 

J. Richards Nelson, Elm Street, Madison, Conn. 

Moses B. Pike, treasurer, Holmes Packing Corp., Eastport, Maine 

H. F. Sahlman, box 667, Fernandian Beach, Fla. 

Thomas F. Sandoz, president, Columbia River Packers Association, Astoria, Oreg. 

Arthur Sivertson, Sivertson Bros. Fisheries, 366 Lake Avenue, South, Duluth, 
Minn. 

Lawrence W. Strasburger, 429 Betz Place, New Orleans, La. 

George R. Wallace, president, Wallace Fisheries Co., Morehead City, N. C. 

Earl B. Webster, 106 Avalon Drive, Brownsville, Tex. 

Alphonse J. Wegmann, president, Mexican Gulf Fisheries, 309 Livingston Drive, 

ass Christian Isles, Miss. . ’ 

Norman B. Wigutoff, executive secretary, Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington, 

D. C. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. I have also discussed this matter with some of the 
members of this committee and with some of the Senators and with all 
the segments of the industry, including canners, fishermen, boat 
owners, and some of the representatives of the labor unions and others. 

It is a very, very complex problem that faces this committee in 
resolving the difficulties that face the commercial fisheries industry. 
It is not a simple one and it varies in different parts of the country. 

The New England fishery people tell me that there are plenty of 
fish in the area where they go. It is not a question of lack of fish up 
there; it is a question of imports, competition, and equipment which, 
because of low earnings, they have not kept up to date, and such 
matters as that. 

When you go farther down the coast to the oyster and shrimp beds 
and ground fisheries, there you find that questions of pollution, red 
tide, and matters like that are plaguing that fishery industry. 

When you get back to the west coast and the tuna industry, there 
the tuna are in the sea. One of the difficulties is to find them and they 
need help in that respect. I talked to a captain of the boat out there. 
I visited him on his boat when he was unloading tuna. He had been 
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out 97 days to get one load of tuna, and that is all the trips that he had 
made so far this year. He said that if he was fortunate he would try 
to make one more trip. He had a half million dollars invested ‘n that 
boat. It has up-to-date equipment on it, and he had every facility 
on it, including an ice plant and facilities for making his own fresh 
water and all of the equipment he needed to do a good job of fishing, 
but he was not earning the interest on his investment. 

[ also talked to the cannery people out there. The tuna are in the 

‘a there but it is hard to find them and they also have competition 
with fishery imports. 

I moved on up the coast into the salmon area, Oregon, Washington, 
and Alaska. I have been in Alaska and seen their canneries and I 
have talked to some of their people up there and a little different 
situation faces the industry there. There the salmon are not in the 
sea in the quantities that they used to be. For some reason or other 
they have disappeared. You can get any number of different reasons 
for the disappearance of the salmon from the sea, but nevertheless 
they are not there in the quantities that they used to be. 

Various reasons have been given, and various steps have been 
taken to replenish the number of salmon that are there such as new 
regulations, control of fishing, fish ladders and fishways to help them 
to get over the dams, and so forth and so forth. 

One person will tell you that it is the new dams that interfere with 
the salmon going up to spawn. However, there are some 2,700 rivers 
in Alaska that do not have dams on them, and they do not have the 
fish in them that they used to have. Someone else will tell you that 
itis due to overfishing. It may be, but it is hard to believe. Someone 
else will tell you that the seals have increased in number until they 
eat so many salmon that they are decreasing in number. Someone 
will tell you that it is due to pelagic fishing. Ail of those things 
probably contribute, but no one has the complete answer to the 
situation in Alaska. So, I say we have a very complex and difficult 
situation to find a way that will meet all of these difficult situations 
that face the industry as we find it today. 

In the Department we do not feel that the legislation that is 
proposed here, in that it establishes a Secretaryship in the De »partment 
of Commerce, or that it sets up a commission, reaches the basic 
difficulties that face the industry or will solve those difficulties. 

We appreciate the opportunity of discussing the legislation proposed 
in these bills which have as their purpose the establishment of a 

comprehensive policy with respect to United States fisheries and pro- 
pose certain organizational changes within the executive branch to 
carry out this police: y. 

While the Department concurs in the general objectives of these 
bills and I can assure you that is true, we recommend that they be 
not enacted. Letters giving our views to this effect have previously 
been sent to vou on H. R. 8001 and H. R. 9552. I believe those letters 
are before the committee. You have seen them and you know what 
their contents are. That being the case, I shall not repeat their 
contents now. 

With vour permission, I shall confine this statement to the extension 
of those views. 

The principal reason for the Department of the Interior’s recom- 
mendation against enactment of the three bills lies in the organizational 
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changes which they propose. The Department is diligently striving 
in its efforts to assist the United States fishing industry to become 
more competitive with the fishing industries of other countries and 
with other food products in the United States. We do not believe 
that the organizational changes proposed will further this objective. 
On the contrary, we believe that the opposite would result. 

H. R. 8001 proposes the establishment of an Assistant Secretary of 
Commerce for Commercial Fisheries and defines his functions, powers, 
and responsibilities. We believe that it is unsound to separate the 
commercial fisheries function from the rest of the fisheries functions 
now being performed by the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service was established specifically to bring 
under one roof the old Bureau of Fisheries and the Bureau of Biological 
Survey which were formerly in the Department of Commerce and 
the Department of Agriculture, respectively. Commercial fisheries 
are neatly fitted within an administrative structure which enables 
them to draw on other services of the Fish and Wildlife Service ranging 
from scientific to administrative. This arrangement is sound from 
the standpoints of economy and efficiency. We believe that the 
transfer of commercial fisheries function out of the De ‘partment of the 
Interior is unsound, further, because it would remove this function 
which is an integral part of the assignment to the Department of the 
Interior of responsibilities dealing with the conservation of our natural 
resources. 

H. R. 9552 provides for the establishment of an independent 
agency of Government to administer the Federal fisheries responsi- 
bilities. In addition to the objections which I have just mentioned, 
regarding the unsoundness of removing the commercial fisheries 
function from the Department of the Interior, we believe that too 
many independent commissions have been created in the past which, 
in turn, have created additional problems of administration and have 
made our governmental structure more cumbersome. This pro- 
posed legislation assumes that the development and control of a 
natural resource can be managed more effectively in the public 
interest by an independent commission than by an executive depart- 
ment. This has not been the experience of the Federal Government 
and is contrary to accepted principles of government organization. 

So far as the consideration of matters affecting the fisheries indus- 
try at the — ‘ymaking level of government 1s concerned, we believe 
that it is said ‘from the history of various commissions that have 
been eeniiiidioed that such consideration may be accomplished to 
better advantage through an executive department than through an 
independent commission. From our long experience of administra- 
tion of Federal activities in the fisheries area, we are convinced that 
effective administration of an activity as dynamic as fisheries man- 
agement would be seriously hampered by the commission-type of 
organization. 

H. R. 10813 modifies the commission proposal of H. R. 9552, prin- 
cipally to place it within the Department of the Interior but sufficiently 
independent of management by the Secretary of the Interior as still 
to hold the disadvantages which I have just discussed. 

[ think at this point it might be helpful for me to say a few words 
about the existing arrangement for dealing with commercial fisheries. 
Within the Fish and Wildlife Service, we have a Branch of Commercial 
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Fisheries which reports to an Assistant Director for Fisheries. The 
Assistant Director for Fisheries reports to the Director who, in turn, 
reports to me as Assistant Secretary. There is thus a straight-line 
organizational arrangement answerable to me. In turn, I report to 
the Under Secre tary and Sec retary. This clean line of authority gives 
us a range of policy-making levels which both enable us to deal expe- 
ditiously with problems and yet provide for Cabinet-level representa- 
tion of the problems and needs of the fishing industry. 

Now, I would not have you carry away the impression that we are 
content with the status quo. We must be flexible to meet the needs 
of an expanding economy and the rightful share which the fisheries of 
the United States are entitled to enjoy. We, therefore, appreciate 
the review with the industry and the Congress afforded by the various 
bills now before you to make improvements or to recommend improve- 
ments in order to assist the industry in its efforts to become more 
competitive in the United States and in world markets. 

We are studying the commercial fisheries functions of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service to see what improvements can be made in order to 
be of better service to the Government and the industry. 

Many of the functions discussed in the three bills now before you 
we are now performing. However, we are reviewing them to see if 
we can perform them better. In this connection, we are most anxious 
to continue and improve our various research activities so that the 
industry can have available the best possible information, factual and 
scientific, in order to help meet its problems. We are also considering 
additional efforts to assist in the improvement of standards and the 
quality of fish products. We are also striving to assist the industry 
in other efforts to expand its markets through various studies and 
research projects. 

Insofar as financing is a problem, we think it is appropriate to 
explore existing authorities of agencies which have been assigned 
this power to see that their resources are available to the fishing 
industry. 

In closing, I would like to leave with you these points: 

The Department is most anxious to perform its assigned responsi- 
bilities in the most efficient and most economical manner. We believe 
that the present assignment of commercial fishing responsibilities to 
our Department is sound, though we are studying the possibilities of 
improving the status and operations of our fisheries responsibilities. 
Our minds and doors are always open to suggestions for improvement 
of our functions. We believe that the best hope for our being of most 
fruitful service is through the continuation and possibly expansion of 
our various research activities, so that the fishing industry can obtain 
from us the kinds of information they require in meeting the chal- 
lenges of doing business in a dynamic world. 

I would like to discuss at this point some possible lines of expansion 
and increased activity that we think would be beneficial to the fishing 
industry. We realize that our research program is not as large or as 
effective as it should be. We need more work in oceanographic, bio- 
logical, technical, statistical and economic studies of the life, history, 
distribution and abundance of the fishery resources. We believe that 
it would be helpful to the industry if these things could be expanded, 
if we could conduct technological or other studies of fishery develop- 
ment and of new or improved methods of fishing. 
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The measures include interstate as well as international agreement 
to conduct research, investigation and experimentation, to determine 
and develop the best methods or processes, preparation for market, 
packaging, and handling and transportation, storing, distributing, 
and marketing fish and fishery commodities at all stages from the 
original packing of the fish through to the ultimate consumer. 

Also to conduct research into the problems of human nutrition and 
the nutritive value of fishery commodities, with particular reference 
to their content of vitamins, minerals, and other constituents that may 
be found necessary for the health of the consumer, and of the gains 
or losses in the nutritive value that may take place at any stage in 
their production, distribution, processing or preparation for use by 
the consumer. 

Also to conduct research relating to the development of new and 
expanded uses and markets for domestic fishery commodities and by 
products as food or in commerce, manufacture, and trade, both at 
home and abroad. 

I might say that we have had meetings in my office with representa- 
tives of the Department of Agriculture pursuant to the setting of 
standards for fish to help them in better marketing of these products 
and we now have a cooperative agreement with the Department of 
Agriculture toward that end. 

Also to conduct, assist, foster and direct studies and informational 
practices designed to encourage the greater use of fishery products, 
and to cooperate in consumer education for the more effective utili- 
zation and greater consumption of fishery products. 

Also to collect, tabulate, and disseminate statistics on fishery 
products, including, but not restricted to, statistics on market supplies, 
market outlook, storage stocks, quantity, quality, and condition of 
such products in various positions in the marketing channel, utiliza- 
tion of such products and shipment thereof, and current information 
on foreign production and marketing fishery commodities. 

These things we believe could be done with an expanded Saltonstall- 
Kennedy Act. There is under that act at the present time some 
$3 million of funds. That expires, I believe, a year from June 30. 
They are doing an excellent job of research, and we have men here 
today who can give you the details of that research program. 

I have a pamphlet here put out by the Fish and Wildlife Service 
on Major Commercial Fisheries of the United States showing the 
relative volume and value of production and expenditures for research 
and services by governmental agencies. 

This bulletin shows all kinds of research funds from other sources 
and those in cooperation include States, international groups, and other 
funds of one kind or another. 

This shows that there is being expended for fishery research and on 
fishery products a total sum of $13,975,000. This includes statistics, 
technology, biological research, hatchery and river basin studies, 
market news, and so forth. However, there is still a large field that 
has not been well covered. 

I will make this bulletin available to the members of the committee 
and we can make any number of copies desired available to the 
committee. 
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In talking to some of the tuna people and others, they all agreed 
they need gn increase in studies, biological studies and oceanographic 
studies, and the Pacific Ocean is a big ocean to make studies in. 

They told me down there that Norway and Sweden and some of 
those countries have gone much further in that kind of studies than 
we have in this country, to the extent that they are able to predict 
where to go with their boats on a certain day to find the fish, which 
means, of course, a great saving in time, a great saving of effort and a 
creat saving of expenditure to locate the fish. We have to go out and 
hunt the tuna. A boat may be gone for 30 days and the captain that 
[ talked to with his load of fish was out 97 days for just 1 load of fish. 
If we had the studies available to us that are available to the Nor- 
wegans and the Swedes, they would know where the tuna would be 
on a certain day and they could then greatly reduce the cost of 
catching these fish, and thereby make their industry a great deal 
more economical. 

We need further biological research and we need marketing research 
as I have related. These things can be done under an extended 
Saltonstall-Kennedy bill. While we have not concluded how we 
could approach this thing with the Bureau of the Budget, it is our 
view if you decided to recommend to extend that bill, or it is my view, 
because it has not been cleared with the Bureau of the Budget yet, 
that if this fund can be increased to $5 million, and instead of having 
30 percent from tariff from fishery products, if we could have 40 per- 
cent, we could do a much better job than we are doing about oceanog- 

raphic studies, meteorological studies and biological studies. 

I talked to some of the New England people about having more 
availability of credit. The fishermen told me that if that meant 
more fishermen they did not want it, that there are too many fishermen 
in the field now, but that if they could have it without the field being 
more crowded, it would be of considerable help. 

They have recently organized a Cooperative Fisheries Association 
up there. We think that it will be helpful to them in getting credit. 
They need to improve their credit to do a better job with their fishing. 

We do not believe that a subsidy—and I think that most of the 
commercial fisheries people agree—is the answer to their problem. 
We do not think that resolves the problems that face this industry. 
It simply puts off, rather than finds the answer that is basic in their 
industry. 

Again speaking for myself and not for the Bureau of the Budget, 
we believe that we can strengthen our organization in the Department 
of the Interior by possibly establishing an agency of commercial 
fisheries. That matter is still in the discussion stage. We have not 
yet resolved how it can be done. 

There are many problems which would have to be solved in dividing 
our present Fish and Wildlife Service because some of the hate heries, 
some of the biological studies, some of the oceanographic studies, 
and some of the studies that are being carried on in the Great Lakes, 
for instance, are as effective for sport fishing as they are for commercial 
fishing, and there are those difficulties, if we do set up a particular 
agency, within the Department of the Interior. 

We agree with the purpose of these bills and we agree with the com- 
mercial fishery people that this industry does need strengthening, that 
they need more recognition, and that they need more help along the 
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lines that I have indicated, and we want to cooperate with you toward 
that end. 

I believe that completes my statement. 

Mr. Kuvczynskr. Thank you, Mr. D’Ewart, for the splendid way 
in which you have explained these bills. 

Mr. Allen, do you have any questions? 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Secretary, it would seem over the last few years 
that there is lacking in our law a declaration of policy with regard to 
the fishery industry and fisheries generally. Would you comment on 
whether or not there should be a legislative statement of policy and 
whether or not the statement of policy as set forth in these bills is a 
good one? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I think a declaration of policy would be helpful, and 
I can go along very well with the declaration of policy that we find in 
these bills. I think they state a general policy in respect to commercial 
fisheries that would be in the interest of economy and sound manage- 
ment of this industry within the Government. 

Mr. ALLEN. It would also seem to me over a period of vears of 
watching the Government work in the fisheries field, that when we 
had international arrangements that the representatives of foreign 
governments were on a higher level than the representatives of the 
fisheries interests in our Government. I believe in some other 
countries they are the equivalent of cabinet or subcabinet people and 
that, to a certain extent, we were at a disadvantage in dealing with 
them because of that fact. 

Would vou comment on that, Mr. Secretary? 

Mr. D’Ewart. I heard that discussed at the Fisheries Institute in 
Miami, and that point was brought out quite strongly that quite 
often our best fishermen sit back because they are not on a high enough 
level, or high enough grade to be in the front row when international 
problems were discussed. 

They made a very good point down there that day. We have here 
with us today Mr. Shooshan, who has just returned from several 
weeks in Geneva at which he attended the negotiations trade agree- 
ment. He is probably better qualified to speak on this question 
than I am. I heard it discussed at the Fisheries Institute meeting 
and there is no question but that we could be strengthened in our 
dealings with them along the lines vou suggest. 

Mr. Auten. Would it be possible or practical, in your opinion, to 
get some position in the Department which aaatd have a rank that 
would require dealings across the table with foreign governments? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I am out of my depth when I talk about inter- 
national relations. However, in listening to the debate we heard 
a good deal there in comments about strengthening of high level 
agencies that meet with foreign governments, but that that should 
be, as I get it, within the State Department. That is, we ought to 
have a high level representative in the State Department who is 
thoroughly familiar with our fishery problems. 

As I understood that discussion, the man in the State Department 
who knew the most about international fishery problems was at a 
low level, whereas the top man who went to South America, an 
Assistant Secretary, was not as familiar with it as the man at the lower 
level who did not have a chance to present our story. 
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Mr. Auien. Is it not true that in regard to the high sea fisheries, 
resources aa which we draw, that it is an international resource 
which is not owned until taken and in that respect it is different from 
almost every other industry which we have? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is very true. We have many difficulties 
because of that situation, and some of them have to be handled 
through agreement, as you know. 

Mr. ALLEN. It is also true that because of that difference from 
other industries, and because of the international aspect of the source 
of the material that in arranging for some international control of the 
use of the resources, we have an ‘industry where our Government must 
meet with other Governments in a different w ay than is the situation 
with almost every other industry? Is not that also true? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is true in many respects. We have import 
problems of course, with many industries, and especially with mining. 
In many ways the mining problems parallel some of the import prob- 
lems we have with fishing. I have Mr. Shooshan with me who has 
just returned from Geneva and who is quite well informed on this 
international aspect. 

If you would like to have him come forward and comment on some 
of your questions, he will be glad to do so, Mr. Allen. 

Mr. AuuLen. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Kivuczynsxi. Mr. Allen has another appointment, and he has 
to leave now. 

Mr. Bell? 

Mr. Bett. Prior to the introduction of these bills, Mr. Secretary, 
have you expressed your thoughts to this committee or to anyone else 
concerning the enlargement or extension of the Saltonstall-Kennedy 
Act? 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Yes, I spoke rather briefly on it. I am not speaking 
for the Bureau of the Budget, of course, but it is our general thinking 
that this bill comes up for renewal a year from June 30, I believe, 
and the general thinking, as expressed ‘by the advisory committee of 
the commercial fishing industry is that the amount of funds available 
should be increased, that it is a very effective instrument in dealing 
with the problems which I have outlined of research and that it is 
doing a splendid job at the present time. We have two men here who 
can go into the details of the work that they are doing if you would 
like to have a report from them on it. The amount that is now made 
available is $3 million and if that could be increased to $5 million, 
and if the percentage which is now 30 percent tariff on fish, could be 
increased to 40 percent, we could do a much more effective job than we 
are doing, and we need more research. 

Mr. Betu. You do not think that it would be advisable for some- 
one high in your Department to try to handle this international 
situation? 

You think it would be best placed in the Department of State? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. We have one expert in that field who is a member of 
our staff, and in our Department, Mr. Shooshan. Others have some 
knowledge of it, but he is an expert in this field. He is the one we 
detail to Geneva and other places when these matters come up and he 
works very closely with the State Department, and he is an authority 
on such matters. 
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Mr. Betyi. Thank you; that is all. 

Mr. Kivuczynsxi. Mr. Seely-Brown. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. Mr. Secretary, as you have met with the 
various representatives of the fishing industry, would you say from 
your discussion with the representatives of the industry that one of 
the major problems which the industry faces is the problem of increas- 
ing imports of fish from other countries? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Over 50 percent of the fish consumed in this country 
is imported and that is competition of a very strong nature. 

Mr. Seety-Brown. And since the imports are running at that rate, 
it is going to make your problem more and more difficult to compete 
against it? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. It does make it very difficult to compete for many 
reasons. 

Mr. See.ty-Brown. If our international agreements on fishing prob- 
lems were handled by the State Department, do you believe that would 
make that problem better or worse, or would you prefer not to com- 
ment on that? 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Perhaps I better not comment on that. 

Mr. Kiuczynsx1. We have Mr. Wilson with us, who is the sponsor 
of H. R. 8001. We are just getting reports from the Department 
officials this morning on these bills, Mr. Wilson. We will hear your 
testimony on May 21 or 22. However, you are here and if you would 
like to sit in with us, we would be very glad to have you do so. 

Mr. Witson. Thank you. I will sit in and listen. 

Mr. Kuuczynsxi. Mr. Van Pelt, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Van Pett. No. 

Mr. Kiuczynskt. Mr. Baumhart, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Baumuart. No. 

Mr. Kuivuczynsxi. Mr. Bonner? 

Mr. Bonner. Mr. Secretary, since there is this general complaint 
which we have heard made at Miami categorically, they have been 
to see you and Mr. Farley in your office. Will you enumerate those 
complaints which they presented to you? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I think they can be put in about one sentence. 
They feel that they are not being given the recognition that an im- 
portant industry such as theirs should have. 

Mr. Bonner. Does not that express it too briefly? 

They must have pointed out just what are the flaws in the present 
setup. 

Mr. D’Ewart. They need more research in these different fields 
which I have previously mentioned, oceanography, biological and 
meteorological, in those fields especially. They also feel that they 
need more help in dealing with foreign countries. Some of them 
think they need more help with softer credit. 

Mr. Bonner. What do you mean by “softer credit 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. I mean credit with a low rate of interest, and where 
you do not ask for too high a rate of security. 

Mr. Bonner. Yes. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. They feel they need that to help finance the con- 
struction of boats and to buy hew equipme nt. 

In the New England States, their equipment and their boats are 
badly run down because of lack of income. They have not been able 
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to keep those boats up to a high standard, and they need to buy 
equipment which they need in their work, and the banks are not willing 
to provide those funds to them. 

They have tried to help themselves by providing a Cooperativ: 
Fisheries Association. They are still thinking that through some such 
agency as the Small Business Administration, perhaps with some 
amendment to the law, so that the law would be more lenient in mak- 
ing these loans, funds could be made available to the New England 
people so that they could bring the boats up to date and make the 
expenditures needed for eauipment. 

Mr. Bonner. You mentioned the fact that they did not want to 
make it possible for other people to enter the fishing industry. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes; they think that their competition is pretty 
keen. 

Mr. Bonner. And it might be made more so by the extending of 
credit? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is right. 

Mr. Bonner. How can you limit that? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. No one was able to solve that one. 

Mr. Bonner. Now, on the question of not having a representative 
at the international conferences on a sufficiently high level, cannot 
that be adjusted administratively? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. Through not only the State Department being rep- 
resented at the proper level but the Interior Department being rep- 
resented at the proper level. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is right. 

Mr. Bonner. Do you have men in the State Department who are 
informed on fishery matters? 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Probably the man best informed in regard to the 
commercial fisheries in the State Department is Mr. Harrington. An 
able man, well informed, in the higher ranks of that Department 
would be very helpful in international dealing because he would be 
thoroughly familiar with all of the problems we face. 

Mr. Bonner. You mean he needs a higher status? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Because he knows the problems of the fishing 
industry. 

Mr. Bonner. Well, that would be an administrative matter. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes, sir; that would be administrative. 

Mr. Bonner. Thank vou. You are going to have some of the rest 
of the members of the Fish and Wildlife Service testify? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes. 

Mr. Bonner. That is all. 

Mr. Kuvezynsxi. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. It has been a 
pleasure to have you with us. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee. 
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STATEMENT OF HARRY SHOOSHAN, INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITIES 
ASSISTANT, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR 


Mr. Kivezynskt. Our next witness is Mr. Shooshan. 

Will you give the committee your name and whom you represent? 

Mr. SHoosuan. My name is Harry Shooshan, and I bear the title 
of International Activities Assistant in the Office of the Secretary, 
Department of the Interior. 

Mr. Kiuczynskt. Mr. Shooshan, will you give to this committee 
an oral report, or if you have it, a written report on the international 
fisheries problem? 

Mr. SHoosHan. I do not have a prepared statement. 

Mr. Kuiuczynski. Well, give it orally, then. 

Mr. SHoosHAN. I might try to clarify, perhaps, a little bit the divi- 
sion of responsibility between the State Department and ourselves, 
as that might be of some help to the committee. 

Mr. Herrington and his operation in the Department of State are 
the representatives who deal with the international commissions, the 
regulatory commissions, such as the Sockeye Commission. The kind 
of things which I deal with in our Department, primarily deal with the 
trade agreement negotiations, as the departmental representative on 
the Interdepartmental Trade Agreements Committee which assists 
in the preparation for the International Trade Agreement negotiations 
and then helps in the conduct of those negotiations under the Trade 
Agreements Act of 1934, and the various extensions since then. 

‘So that my responsibility is in the commodity fields of the Depart- 
ment, which are fish, but include other things too, and I might say 
that I do not claim to be individually a commodity expert, a fish 
expert, or an expert on oil or the various things, but the expertness is 
provided by the appropriate bureaus of the Department. In other 
words, all J know is what the technicians and experts in the Fish 
and Wildlife Service give us for briefing, as information both prior to 
negotiations and during negotiations. The positions are not some- 
thing which I, as a low-level career man, make on my own, but the 
positions are discussed with the proper assistant secretaries and the 
Secretary as required in the Department, and hence the positions I take 
are those which are planned by the policymaking officials of the 
Department with the advice of the technic ‘al experts in the various 
bureaus in the form of reviews. 

I would be most bappy to answer any specific questions. 

I think that clarifies my role a little bit. 

The Interdepartmental Trade Agreements Committee is made up, 
as vou undoubtedly are aware, of representatives of some 9 depart- 
ments, 1 of which is the Interior Department. The chairman of that 
is a representative of the Department of State. It has representatives 
on it of the other agencies, Agriculture, Commerce, Treasury, Defense, 
the Tariff Commission, Labor, and the International Cooperation 
Administration, and we work as a team to try to carry out the instruc- 
tions of the President pursuant to the authority vested in him by 
the Congress. 

Mr. Kuvezynskr. Mr. Seely-Brown, do vou have any questions? 

Mr. Srety-Brown. If a member of the fishing industry feels that 
his industry is being hurt by imports, does he come to you? 













































38 NATIONAL POLICY FOR COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 


Mr. SHoosuan. No, sir, he goes to the Tariff Commission. If it 
is a case of where imports are hurting him, and he wants to file under 
the escape clause, he would go to the Tariff Commission. 

Mr. SrrLy-Brown. Well, do you appear at this hearing? 

Mr. SHoosuan. That is, at the Tariff Commission’s hearing? 

Mr. Sue.ty-Brown. Yes. 

Mr. SHoosuan. No, sir, but when the Tariff Commission makes its 
findings, they take into account all data, much of which they get from 
various governmental agencies and make up their minds, and make a 
recommendation to the President accordingly. The President’s rec- 
ommendation, in turn, is passed around to the various agencies and 
in the case of a fisheries matter, the advice that our Department would 
give to the President would, | am sure, have a distinct bearing on the 
action which the President might take. 

Mr. Sense ners, Would you participate in the advice given by 
the Deparcment, or the Department in which you work? Would you 
participate in <% ae which would report as to whether or not 
anyone in the fishing industry was justified in making this claim? 

Mr. SHoosuan. Yes, sir, as a staff man, I would go over the Tariff 
Commission reports and the reports as reviewed by the Fish and Wild- 
life Service and make an assessment of it and advise the Secretary. 

Mr. Seety-Brown. In other words, what I am getting at is actually 
whether or not you are in a position to help the fishing ‘industry? 

Mr. SHoosuan. I would like to think that I am. I would like to 
think that we have been of some help to it. 

Mr. Seety-Brown. I was trying to bring out that point. 

Mr. SHOOSHAN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Serety-Brown. In your present capacity, you are trying to 
make sure that their side of the story is at least given an equal break? 

Mr. SHoosHan. Very definitely; certainly. I think it must be 
understood that we play as part of ateam. The views we recommend 
are based upon every scrap of information that we can gather from 
the industry in that respect. We feel very fortunate that the Fish 
and Wildlife Service people live so close to the industry but I do get 
calls directly and letters and correspondence from people in addition 
to the representations which the Fish and Wildlife Service gets direct. 

I should state also that I represent also the Department on the 
Committee for Reciprocity Information which, in the preparation of 
these trade agreements, negotiations gathers views from the industry 
and we here again gain much from those presentations. 

Mr. Serty-Brown. Would you agree with the statement which 
has been made by our first witness that perhaps the problem of im- 
ports is one of the major problems facing the fishing industry? 

Mr. SuHoosuan. I hope this does not appear to be an evasive answer, 
Mr. Congressman, as it is not intended to be, but the more I work 
with the problem, the more difficulty I have in answering what is a 
fair question, answering it categorically. 

There is no question that if we were to bar imports our fishermen 
would be able to supply the rn States market to a far greater 
extent than they now supply it, but we have many responsibilities 
as a Government which must . borne in mind, and hence while we 
may feel, from the standpoint of United States fishing interests, that 
this would be a good thing, there are factors which should be taken 
into account, such as other trade in which we are interested, and our 
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Gevernment has to promote sales in order for people to earn dollars 
to buy other commodities. Furthermore, we have international obli- 
gations with certain countries and certain defense reponsibilities with 
other countries, which must be borne in mind. 

Hence, it is a complex of factors which must be borne in mind as we 
advise our superiors. 

Mr. Seety-Brown. I think certainly you have explained your 
position, and I think, very fairly. 

As this problem of imports is being brought to your attention, and 
as you are well acquainted with it from “the people in the fishing 
industry, have you considered the effect of some sort of an import 
quota? Has that problem ever been considered by you or not, that 
an import quota might be, if you will, a bridge to gap the two points 
of view on this, or the difficult problem whic ‘bh you face on each side? 

Mr. SHoosHan. It would be hard to work with this problem very 
fong without realizing its difficulty. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. There are two sides of it. 

Mr. SHoosHAN. Yes, sir, at least two, but I think we have to look 
at it somewhat differently. The problems of the tuna fisherman 
are somewhat analogous to, but quite different from, the problems of 
the New England ground fishing industry, for example. 

I do not think that there is one panacea which would solve every- 
body’s problem. 

In the case of tuna fish, we have, in effect, negotiated a quota on 
tuna canned in brine. This is over the last year and a half or 2 years 
where we have, in effect, worked out a tariff quota, but I think we 
would certainly keep uppermost in our minds that by and large, we 
do not like to resort to a quota except in distress as a last resort, 
because it is restrictive of trade. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. Could I ask you one further question and that 
is, although your work is directly in the area of trade agreements which 
is certainly a very difficult spot to be in, do you find with the other 
international responsibilities, which the Department has, that there 
is a conflict there? 

In other words, if the Department participates in an international 
organization to work out the ground rules for the catching of fish, does 
that ever run in conflict with some of the trade programs which are 
established? 

Mr. SHoosHan. Not to my knowledge, sir. I think we work as a 
pretty harmonious team, and that the right hand and the left hand 
each know what is going on. However, it might appear in some cases 
that that conflict exists. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. I am not referring to a conflict between our 
team. What I am saying is, if you should get quite tough on a trade- 
agreement policy, would it be difficult on the other hand, to participate 
in one of these international organization as on another subject? 

Mr. Suoosuan. I think we have gotten tough but I have not really 
seen any adverse reactions. 

Mr. See.y-Brown. That is what I am getting at. 

Mr. SHoosHan. Yes. I am confident ,that we must be aware all 
the time of the interrelationship of other things that we may want. 
Other countries will see in our actions, or try to see from them, a 
standard approach or policy. Hence, if we get tough there, and we 
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are not consistent in our approach in other areas of discussion, we can 
undo the good we are trying to do in one field. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. You would agree that if we should lose our 
fishing industry and should some emergency arise, we might be out of 
luck? 

Mr. SHoosHan. I would certainly hope that there is not any 
question on that point. I think we all agree that we want to see a 
vigorous fishing industry remain in the country. 

Mr. Sxety-Brown. Thank you. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxt. Are there : any further questions? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Shooshan. 

Mr. SHoosHan. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and gentle- 
men of the committee. 


STATEMENT OF MARSHALL SMITH, DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY FOR INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMERCE 


Mr. Kivczynskt. The next witness is Mr. Marshall Smith, Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for International Affairs, Department of Com- 
merce. 

Mr. Smith, please take the witness stand and give the reporter your 
name and title. 

Mr. Smirx. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Marshall Smith. I am Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
Commerce for International Affairs. 

Mr. Kivezynsxi. Mr. Smith, would you explain to this committee 
the international problem involved here? 

Mr. Smiru. I think, Mr. Chairman, that the problem has already 
been pretty well developed by the Assistant Secretary of Interior. 
The answer to the problem, however, is quite a different thing. 

The conversations which we have had with the representatives of 
the fishermen and the processors and canners have given us some 
understanding of these problems, but I would like to say, first of all, 
that the Commerce Department is concerned primarily with the 
problem of the distribution of fish, the processing and the distribution 
of fish, rather than the catching of the fish, which is entirely out of 
our jurisdiction or ken. 

In dealing with this problem as it has developed, we have tried to 
be helpful and work cooperatively with the Department of the Interior, 
realizing that it is primarily their responsibility. So that anything 
that I may have to say is, really, quite marginal in this field. 

The industry has stressed to us, as has already been said, the 
problem presented by imports of both fresh and frozen fish, filleted 
fish, and canned fish. 

The need for imports, I think, is fairly well established in various 
parts of the country. I believe in the Pacific Northwest they rely to a 
greater extent on imports than they do in California. 
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T think that imports also play their part in making available to the 
consumer an adequate supply, and they have stabilized that supply 
because of the fact that it is a natural resource which is subject to all 
kinds of vagaries, and is not a stable supply on a year -round basis, and 
that, of course, adds to the complication of how you deal with a 
problem of this ‘kind with respect to the operations of quotas, because 
the market in Boston or San Diego or Los Angeles is subject to periods 
of glut at times, and at other periods to an inadequac: yofsupply. The 
canning industry has to have a continuing supply to meet a continuing 
demand. 

Now, the industry, in order to meet this problem, I think, has to 
look not only to the question of protection against imports but also 
to their financial ability to carry inventories 

I was told by a representative of the New England fisheries, for 
example, that when fish was selling at around 18 cents a pound in 
Boston last summer, they were selling it at a loss, but they could not 
borrow the money to carry the inventory they would like to have had, 
so that when fish was selling at 30 cents a pound a few months later, 
they had nothing to offer. That is simply typically one of the prob- 
lems that has to be faced here. So that if we could have the stabiliza- 
tion of supply and demand through the action of the tariff and the 
action of adequate financing, to carry these inventories, I think both 
the consumer and the produc er would benefit. 

There is a problem, too, in the matter of tariffs, because some fish 
are given protection and others are on the free list. I would not 
presume to suggest what should be done about that. 

It is obviously a problem for Congress because there are limits to 
what can be done under the Tariff Act, either by virtue of any recom- 
mendations that the Tariff Commission might make or otherwise. 

We have international commitments that are involved here that, 
of course, can be modified through negotiation. 

It would, however, take, I think, some tariff legislation to accom- 
plish the objective which the industry is seeking. 

I might say, too, in the interest of clarification, that the tariff quota 
which applies to tuna in brine is not the same as a quota. A tariff 
quota establishes a level for the importation of a commodity at a rela- 
tively low rate and any imports above that quantitative limit then are 
subject to a higher rate of duty. 

That has, of course, a stabilizing effect and is not as objectionable, 
I think, from the standpoint of our total foreign economic policy as a 
straight quota which would limit permanently, regardless of supply 
and demand, the importation of any commodity. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that is about all I can suggest offhand as to 
your problem on the matter of imports. 

Mr. Kuvuczynsxki. Mr. Smith, what is the position of the Commerce 
Department in oe to this series of bills? 

Mr. Smrrx. Mr. Chairman, the Commerce Department does not 
favor any of these bills. The reasons are varied. 

The first bill, H. R. 8001, which would give to the Commerce 
Di Panes a substantial responsibility in this matter is not con- 


sidet l by the Di partment as being necessal 7 for the solution of the 
proble m and would bring to hot ‘Commerce Departme nt responsi- 
bilities quite different from those which it normally assumes. 

T} ere is also in one of the bills which is up for consideration a 


provision, I believe it is H. R. 9552, which gives to the Commission 
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authority to enter into the financing of vessel construction. And we 
have already in the Merchant Marine Act a basis whereby the De- 
partment of Commerce can finance and has financed ship construction. 

Mr. Seety-Brown. For fishing vessels? 

Mr. Smiru. For fishing vessels, yes, sir. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. I think that is important. 

Mr. Smiru. Therefore, having already legislative authority to do 
what is required and an organization which does it on a day-to-day 
basis for the merchant marine and for the fishing fleet which is 
entitled to the same treatment as the merchant marine, we see no 
basis for transferring part of this authority to another agency of 
Government. 

Mr. Kuuczynskr. Thank you, Mr. Smith. 

Mr. Seely-Brown, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Srrety-Brown. If the fishing industry is in trouble and they 
come to you, what specific kind of a problem do they bring to your 
attention, and what specific kind of help do they want from you? 

Mr. Situ. Well, the fishing industry came to us initially as the 
result of a request to assist them in arranging some meetings with 
representatives of the Japanese fishing industry who’ were at that 
time in this country and we provided the facilities of our Los Angeles 
field office for the purpose of conducting these meetings, realizing full 
well that this was a problem somewhat out of the normal sphere of 
our activity, and with the agreement and understanding of both the 
State Department and the Department of the Interior, who had 
really primary interest in the problem. 

In other words, we provided at that time sort of a neutral forum 
for this purpose. 

The objective of the tuna industry at that time, as well as the 
Japanese industry, was to find a basis for cooperative promotion 
and distribution of tuna in the United States market. 

Several meetings were held, and it was agreed by both parties that 
cooperative arrangements would be desirable, but it was my under- 
standing that the American industry representatives are very fearful 
about entering into any kind of an agreement because of the antitrust 
laws. 

I am still hopeful that we will find some way, within the law, of 
providing a basis for the Japanese to contribute to the cost of market- 
ing tuna, which is a subantial sum of money that is spent by the 
American industry and from which the Japanese industry benefits 
at no cost to itself. 

Mr. Seety-Brown. Was that the pr rivé ate industry in Japan meeting 
with the private industry in this country? 

Mr. Smiru. That is correct; ves, sir. 

Another problem that they offered to us is the one I touched on 
earlier which has to do with the inadequate financing provisions 
under the present laws governing operation. We had a joint meeting 


with the fishing industry and the Small Business Administration to 
explore this problem, and it is fairly sii I think, that loans 
which are not bankable for rehabilitation of the physical properties 
of the fishermen, as well as physical properties of the canners and 


processors, presents a problem that SBA I do not believe can readily 
solve, and vet there is a definite need there. 
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There is also a need for money for short-term financing to carry 
inventories in certain places in order to maintain a stable price through 
periods of glut and dearth of the product. 

They have those two problems plus the problem of imports which, 
in turn, affects the industry’s ability to borrow money, because imports 
obviously at times press the price down to the point where the fisher- 
men and the processors operate at a loss. So that what the industry, 
I think, really wants is a basis for stabilized operation, but they also 
want to retain their independence. 

I do not think, Mr. Chairman, that either of the two bills relating 
to the establishment of commissions would in fact, give to the industry 
the degree of independence which I think they would like to continue 
to enjoy. 

Some of them have expressed the opinion that they wanted the 
same recognition as the farmers, but they do not want to have to pay 
the price and lose their independence. 

Mr. Kivuczynski. Mr. Smith, that is a quorum call, and we have to 
go to the floor. I want to thank you for your appearance here this 
morning. 

Mr. Suirn. It has been a pleasure, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kivczynskr. Gentlemen, the purpose of this meeting of the 
subcommittee this morning was to get the hearings started on this 
series of bills. You can imagine the pressure which will be placed 
on this committee by the 45 sponsors of these bills. The next meeting 
of the subcommittee will be oa May 21 and we will try to complete 
the hearings on the 22d, if possible. 

The first witness on the 21st will be Mr. Grange of the Department 
of Agriculture. 

Thank vou. The meeting is adjourned. 

(Thereupon, at 11:05 a. m., the subcommittee adjourned until 
Monday, May 21, 1956, at 10 a. m.) 
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MONDAY, MAY 21, 1956 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE, 
CONSERVATION OF THE COMMITTEE, 
ON MercHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., Hon. John 
C. Kluezynski presiding, for consideration of H. R. 8001, H. R. 9552, 
H. R. 10813, and H. R. 11309. 

Mr. Kiuczynski. The committee will come to order. 

On May 10 the subcommittee started hearings on various fishery 
bills and heard witnesses on H. R. 8001, and identical bills: H. R. 9552, 
and identical bills; H. R. 10813, and identical bills. 

On May 17 a new bill on this subject was introduced by Congress- 
man Magnuson of Washington, which is an attempt to reconcile the 
differences between the bills we have been considering. 

(Bill referred to follows:) 


[H. R. 11309, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 

4 BILL To establish a sound and comprehensive national policy with respect to fisheri 

the fisheries segment of the national economy; to establish within the Department of 

eries Division; to create and prescribe the functions of the United States F 
other purposes 


s; to strengthen 
t! Interior a Fish- 


isheries Commission; and for 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Repre sentatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cite d as the ‘‘Fisheries Act 
of 1956.” 

DECLARATION OF POLICY 

Sec. 2. The Congress hereby declares that fish and shellfish resources makes a 
material contribution to the food supply, health, recreation, and well-being of our 
citizens. They are a living, renewable form of national wealth, capable of being 
maintained and greatly increased with proper attention, but equally capable of 
destruction if neglected. The fisheries dependent upon them have occupied an 
important place in the economy of the Nation since its colonial beginnings. They 
give employment, directly or indirectly, to a substantial number of citizens. 
They attract all segments of the citizenry to outdoors, healthful, stimulating ree- 
reation in every part of the Nation. They furnish a large quantity of protein 
food. Their byproducts have a wide variety of essential uses in the arts, industry, 
and agriculture. They strengthen the defense of the United States through the 
provision of a trained seafaring citizenry and action-ready fleets of seaworthy 
vessels. Properly developed, the fisheries are capable of steadily increasing these 
valuable contributions to the life of the Nation. The Congress further declares 
that the provisions of this Act are necessary in order to accomplish the obj« ctive 
of such proper development and that this Act shall be administered with due re- 
gard to the inherent right of every citizen and resident of the United States to 
engage in fishing for his own pleasure, enjoyment, and betterment, and with the 
intent of stimulating the development of a strong, prosperous, efficient, and thriv- 
ing fishery and fish processing industry. 
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FISHERY REORGANIZATION WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Sec. 3. (a) There is hereby established within the Department of the Interior 
a division of such department to be known as the Fisheries Division of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. The administrative functions of such Division shall be 
administered under the direction and supervision of the Secretary of the Interior 
(hereinafter referred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’) by the Chairman of the United States 
Fisheries Commission created by section 4 of this Act in his capacity as Assistant 
Secretary of the Interior for Fisheries. 

(b) (1) All functions, powers, duties, and authority of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service of the Department of the Interior as are determined by the Secretary 
to relate primarily to fish, fisheries, whales, hairseals. sea lions, and related 
matters, together with those funds, liabilities, commitments, authorizations, 
allocations, personnel, and records of the Fish and Wildlife Service which the 
Secretary of the Interior shall determine to be primarily related to and necessary 
for the exercise of such functions, powers, duties, and authority, are hereby 
transferred to the Fisheries Division of the Department of the Interior, estab- 
lished by this section. 

(2) In addition to the functions, powers, duties, and authority transferred to 
the Fisheries Division under paragraph (1) of this subsection, the Secretary shall 
exercise through such Division all functions, powers, duties, and authority con- 
ferred upon him under the provisions of this Act. 

(c) The Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department of the Interior shall 
hereafter be known as the Wildlife Service of the Department of the Interior. 
The Director and Assistant Directors of the Fish and Wildlife Service shall 
hereafter be known, respectively, as the Director and Assistant Directors of the 
Wildiife Service. 

(d) ‘the Secretary shall conduct continuing investigations, prepare and dis- 
seminate information, and make periodical reports to the public, to the President, 
and to the Congress with respect to the following matters: 

(1) ‘The production and flow to market of fish and fishery products domestically 
produced, and also those produced by foreign producers which affect the domestic 
fisheries; 

(2) The availability and abundance of the living resources which support the 
domestic fisheries; 

(8) The competitive economic position of the various fish and fishery products 
with respect to each other, to competitive foreign-produced commodities, and to 
other competitive commodities; and 

(4) The collection and dissemination of statistics on food and recreational 
fisheries; 

(5) Any other matters which in the judgment of the Secretary of the United 
States Fisheries Commission created by section 4 of this Act are of public interest 
in connection with any phases of fisheries operations. 

(e) There are hereby transferred to the Secretary all administrative functions 
of the Secretary of Agriculture, the Secretary of Commerce, and the head of any 
other department or agency as are determined by the Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget to relate primarily to the development, advancement, management, 
conservation, and protection of fisheries; but nothing in this section shall be 
construed to modify the authority of the Department of State or the Secretary 
of State to negotiate or enter into any international agreements or conventions 
with respect to the development, management, or protection of any fisheries re- 
sources or with respect to international fisheries commissions operating under 
conventions to which the United States is a party. 

(f) There are hereby transferred to the Department of the Interior so much 
of the personnel, property, facilities, records, and unexpended balances of ap- 
propriations, allocations, and other funds (available or to be made available) 
as the Director of the Bureau of the Budget determines to be necessary in connec- 
tion with the exercise of the functions transferred to the Secretary by subsection (e) 
of this section. 

(zg) The Secretary may request and secure the advice or assistance of any 
department or agency of the Government in carrying out the provisions of this 
Act, and any such department or agency which furnishes advice or assistance to 
the Secretary may expend its own funds for such purposes, with or without re- 
imbursement from the Secretary as may be agreed upon between the Secretary 
and the department or agency. 
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UNITED STATES FISHERIES COMMISSION 


Src. 4 (a). There is hereby created within the Department of the Interior, and 
responsible directly to the Secretary, an agency of the Government to be known 
as the United States Fisheries Commission (hereinafter referred to as the ‘‘Com- 
mission’’) which shall be composed of five members to be appointed by the Presi- 
dent, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. One of such members 
shall be designated at the time of nomination as Chairman of the Commission, 
and shall also administer the Fisheries Division as Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior for Fisheries. Each such member shall hold office for a term of five 
years, except that the terms of office of the members first appointed shall expire, 
as designated by the President at the time of nomination, as follows: One on Janu- 
ary 1, 1957, one on January 1, 1958, one on January 1, 1959, one on January 1, 
1960, and one on January 1, 1961. Atleast two members of the Commission shall 
be appointed from the area east and two from the area west of the Mississippi 
River. A vacancy in the membership of the Commission shall not affect the 
power of the remaining members to exercise the functions of the Commission, and 
shall be filled in the same. manner as in the case of the original appointment, ex- 
cept that any person appointed to fill a vacancy shall be appointed only for the 
unexpired term of his predecessor. Not more than three members of the Com- 
mission shall be members of the same political party. Three members of the 
Commission shall constitute a quorum. The Chairman of the Commission shall 
receive compensation at the rate of $20,000 per annum and each member of the 
Commission other than the Chairman shall receive compensation at the rate of 
$18,000 per annum. 

(b) Not less than three members of the Commission shall have practical knowl- 
edge of fishing conditions and of the problems confronting the fisheries. 

(ce) The primary responsibility of the Commission shall be the formulation of all 
policies necessary in the administration by the Department of the Interior, in- 
cluding the Fisheries Division created by section 3 of this Act, of the laws relating 
to fishing and fisheries. The Commission shall also- 

(1) develop and recommend measures which are appropriate to assure the 
maximum sustainable production of fish and fishery products and to prevent 
unnecessary and excessive fluctuations in such production; 

(2) on the basis of reports prepared by the Secretary in the exercise of his 
functions under this Act and other information available to the Commission, 
study the economic condition of the industry, and whenever it determines 
that any segment of the domestic fisheries has been seriously disturbed either 
by wide fluctuation in the abundance of the resource supporting it, or by 
unstable market or fishing conditions from any cause, the Commission shall 
make such recommendations to the President and the Congress through the 
Secretary with respect to credit relief and other measures as it deems appro- 
priate to aid in stabilizing the domestic fisheries; 

(3) develop and recommend to the Secretary special promotional and 
informational activities with a view to stimulating the consumption of fishery 
products whenever it determines that there is a prospective or actual surplus 
of such products; and 

(4) Keep under continuous review the activities of the Fisheries Division 
with regard to development, advancement, management, conservation, and 
protection of the fisheries and recommend changes, modifications, or varia- 
tions in such activities to conform to policies developed by the Commission. 

(d) The Commission shall cooperate to the fullest practicable extent with the 
Secretary of State in providing representation at all meetings and conferences 
relating to fisheries in which representatives of the United States and foreign 
countries participate. The Secretary of State shall designate at least one member 
of the Commission to the United States delegation attending such meetings and 
conferences, and to the negotiating team of any such delegation. 

(e) The Secretary of State and all other officials having responsibilities in the 
fields of technical and economic aid to foreign nations shall consult with the 
Secretary and the Commission in all cases in which the interests of fisheries are 
involved with a view to assuring that such interests are adequately represented 
at all times. 

(f) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Commission shall be rep- 
resented in all international negotiations conducted by the United States pursuant 
to section 350 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, in any case in which fishery 
products are directiv affected by such negotiations 


(g) The Commission may request and secure the advice or assistance of any 
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which furnishes advice or assistance to the Commission may expend its own funds 
for such purposes, with or without reimbursement from the Commission as may 
be agreed upon between the Commission and the department or agency. 

(h) The Commission shall consult periodically with the various governmental. 
private nonprofit and other organizations and agencies which have to do with 
any phase of fisheries with respect to any problems that may arise in connection 
with such fisheries. 

(i) The Commission shall make an annual report to the Congress with respect 
to its activities under this Act, and shall make such recommendations for addi- 
tional legislation as it deems necessary. 

(j) The Commission is authorized to make a report to the President and the 
Congress through the Secretary concerning the following matters with respect to 
any fishery product which is imported into the United States, upon a request 
from any segment of the domestic industry producing a like or directly competitive 
product: 

(1) Whether there has been a downward trend in the production, employment 
in the production, or prices, or a decline in the sales, of the like or directly com- 
petitive produce by the domestic industry; and 

(2) Whether there has been an increase in the imports of the fishery product into 
the United States, either actual or relative to the production of the like or directly 
competitive prodvet produced by the domestic industry. 

(k) There are hereby transferred to the Commission all policy functions of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, the Secretary of Commerce, and the head of any other 
department or agency as are determined by the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget to relate primarily to the development, advancement, management, con- 
servation, and protection of fisheries; but nothing in this section shall! be construed 
to modify the authority of the Department of State or the Secretary of State to 
negotiate or enter into any international agreements or conventions with respect 
to the development, management, or protection of any fisheries resources or with 
respect to international fisheries commissions operating under conventions to 
which the United States is a party. 

(1) There are hereby transferred to the Commission so much of the personnel, 
property, facilities, records, and unexpended balances of appropriations, alloca- 
tions, and other funds (available or to be made available) as the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget determines to be necessary in connection with the exercise 
of the functions transferred to the Commission by subsection (k) of this section. 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FISHERIES DIVISION AND THE UNITED STATES FISHERIES 
COMMISSION 
Sec. 5. The Fisheries Division shall be an administrative organization and the 
Commission shall be a policy making body. Both agencies shall work in close 
cooperation and the personnel and facilities of the Fisheries Division shall be 
available for the requirements of the Commission. 


THE RIGHTS OF STATES 


Sec. 6. Nothing in this Act shall be construed (1) to interfere in any manner 
with the rights of any State under the Submerged Lands Act (Public Law 31, 
Kighty-third Congress) or otherwise provided by law, or to supersede any regula- 
tory authority over fisheries exercised by the States either individually or under 
interstate compacts; or (2) to interfere in any manner with the authority exercised 
by any International Commission established under any treaty or convention to 
which the United States is a party. 


AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIATION 
Src. 7. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Mr. Kuvezynskt. An identical bill, 8. 3524, has been reported in 
the Senate. I would appreciate having the witnesses offer their 
comments on this bill as well as such others as they prefer. 

Now we have the first witness this morning from the Department 
of Agriculture, Mr. Grange. Will vou give your name and whom 
you represent, please? 
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STATEMENT OF G. R. GRANGE, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, FRUIT AND 
VEGETABLE DIVISION, AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 


Mr. Kivczynskt. You may proceed, Mr. Grange. 

Mr. Grance. I do not have a prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. 
The Department has reported on H. R. 9552. We did not prepare a 
report on H. R. 8001. I do not believe a request was made for a 
Department report on that bill. We are in the process of submitting 
to you our report on H. R. 10813 

1 have read the latest bill that you just referred to and, of course, 
we have not submitted our report on that one as yet. 

In so far as the interest of the Department of Agriculture in these 
bills, I think that there is no difference in so far as our Department is 
concerned in the effect or application of the bill. There are a few 
activities that we conduct in the Department of Agriculture that 
would or could be affected by these bills, depending upon their appli- 

cation and interpretation. As we stated in our report on H. R. 9552, 
we were a little uncertain as to the definition of “‘fisheries’’ and just 
what would be involved in our activity that might be duplicated 
within the Department of the Interior or by some independent com- 
mission or possibly transferred from our Department to either of those 
agencies. 

Specifically, we conduct under the Agricultural Marketing Act of 
1946 standardization and inspection services on agricultural and food 
products. Under the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 agricultural 
products are defined as including— 
agricultural, horticultural, viticultural and dairy products, lifestock, poultry, 
bees, forest products, fish and shellfish, and any products thereof including 
processed and manufactured products. 

Under the Appropriation Act of 1948 after the passage of the 
Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946, as you gentlemen undoubtedly 

recall, there was a limitation placed in the appropriation that none of 
thane moneys to carry out the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 
could be used on fish or fish products except for work on freight rates 
and I believe there was one other activity. However, in our inspection 
activity on processed products we do not make use of appropriated 
funds because it is self-supporting. It is done for a fee and goes into 
a trust fund with our costs being met from those trust funds. 

So we have continued to carry out inspection operations on fish 
and fish products, particularly the processed products. In fact, it is 
limited almost exclusively to canned and frozen fish and fish products. 
Most of our inspections have been made for institutional applicants, 
State institutions, hospitals, Veterans’ Administration, and other 
agencies of that type. 

We have laboratories located at strategic points in our 33 field offices 
throughout the country and it is our opinion that a more e efficient and 
effective service can be provided where we have fish and fish products 
treated on a functional basis along with our inspection activity on other 
food products than it would be to establish an independent inspection 
activity to which our operations would be transferred or which would 
be duplicated by such agency, either one way or the other. 

As Secretary D’Ewart made reference to at your last hearing, we 
have recently signed a memorandum of understanding between the 
Department of the Interior and Department of Agriculture having to 
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do with the development of standards. The Fish and Wildlife Service 
of the Department of the Interior, Mr. Anderson and others in there, 
have worked closely with us and they have done the basic research 
work in developing the quality standards on frozen fish sticks which 
is the first one to be issued, and we have taken the data that they 
provided us and came out with a rulemaking notice approximately 
3 weeks ago for the standards on fish sticks. 

After the rulemaking period is over, we plan to publish them as 
being the final standards setting up official United States grades on 
frozen fish sticks and to provide any inspection at the standard fee for 
any of the packers that wish to pack in accordance with United States 
standards and any that may wish to make use of the official USDA 
shield and emblem to indicate they had been packed and graded in 
accordance with our official quality standards. 

As I said before, it just seems to us that an operation of this type 
where it can be integrated with our overall inspection activity on all 
processed food produc ts can be carried out quite a bit more efficiently 
and effectively than it would be if it were handled by another agency 
where their only activity would be confined to this one product. 

Personally, I think their cost would be considerably higher than it 
would be if they were combined with other types of activities where 
you can use the already established facilities, laboratory equipment, 
trained technicians, food technologists, and so forth, which we have 
within our service now. 

Another activity that is carried on by the Department of Agriculture 
that I personally ‘do not have any direct contact with has to do with 
the negotiation and establishment of freight rates. At present the 
estimated cost of providing that out of appropriated funds is about 
$8,000 per year and it involves technical litigation before the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, the handling of freight rate cases par- 
ticularly for express shipments. For example, they have negotiated 
lower rates on canned fish from the Pacific coast to the eastern markets 
and again we would think that it would be more desirable to have that 
activity handled on a functional basis where they are carrying out a 
similar kind of work on all food products, perishable and nonperishable 
food products, than it would be to have that handled by another 
agency. 

That briefly is the elaboration of the report that has been made to 
the committee from the Department. I think it would apply equally 
to all four of these bills. I noticed in the bill introduced by Mr. 
Magnuson that it provides for a transfer from the Department of 
Agriculture of such activities, funds, personnel as the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget might think necessary to carry on the operation. 
It also provides that the Department of the Interior may make use 
of the services of any of the other departments that the Secretary of 
the Interior wishes. I would think that under the Magnuson bill it 
might be possible to handle these cases either way depending upon 
how it was interpreted. The transfer might not be mandatory under 
the Magnuson bill. I am not sure of that. 

I have with me Mr. Ralph Koebel, who is the staff legal officer to 
our General Counsel in the Department of Agriculture, “and Mr. F. 
Sutherland, who is the Chief of our Processed Inspection Branch in 
the Department and either myself or these two gentlemen will be 
glad to answer any questions that the committee may have. 
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Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Kuivuczynski. I am happy you explained that subsection 5 
of the new Magnuson bill. I was going to ask you whether there was 
objection on the part of your Department to transfer of administrative 
functions but you have covered that and I am satisfied about the 
feeling of the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Van Pelt, any questions? 

Mr. Van Petr. No. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxr. Mr. Bonner, any questions? 

Mr. Bonner (the committee chairman). Is it the general feeling 
in the Department of Agriculture that the proposal made in the 
Magnuson bill would not serve a better purpose than the existing 
situation? 

Mr. Grance. Mr. Bonner, we confined our comments on the bill 
only to that very limited portion of it that would have a direct effect 
on our activity. 

Mr. Bonner. Marketing and inspection. 

Mr. GRANGE. Marketing and inspection service. As far as I, 
personally, am concerned from what I have heard in our work with 
the Fish and Wildlife personnel, I personally would think that your 
objective is highly desirable on an overall basis, but the Department’s 
report and position had to do only with these two rather limited seg- 
ments of the activities that would affect us. 

Mr. Bonner. In other words, your Department could carry out its 
delegated function with or without this? 

Mr. Grance. That is correct, Mr. Bonner; yes. 

Mr. Bonner. And it would be no improvement in your delegated 
function? 

Mr. Grancr. Not insofar as our own activities are concerned. The 
Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 in a way is very similar to what 
you are now trying to do insofar as fish is concerned. We had never 
had, as you know, Mr. Bonner, a charter, so to speak, to carry out many 
of the Service activities on agricultural commodities within the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture that had been going on for many, Many years 
and a number of them were in impler menting language that was con- 
tained each year in the annual appropriation bill which was not a de- 
sirable type of approach at all. 

This Agricultural Marketing Act‘of 1946 has been very useful and 
served a very effective purpose. I am sure everyone would agree on 
that. As I look at it you are attempting to do for the fisheries what 
was done 10 years ago insofar as the Service activity on the other 
agricultural commodities is concerned. 

What you have is a duplication; you could have a duplic ation or a 
conflict between what is in the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 
relating to the marketing functions on these fish and fish products, 
and what you might put in this fisheries legislation. 

Again I say we feel for some of these marketing activities such as 
inspection, standardization, freight-rate work, it is better to handle 
on a functional approach where you are handling them for all food 
commodities rather than setting up individual activities within other 
agencies. 

Mr. Bonner. I take it that you feel that it could best be performed 
under the 1946 act? 

Mr. Grance. That is our recommendation, Mr. Bonner; yes, sir. 
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Mr. Bonner. That is all. 

Mr. Kivezynskri. Thank you, Mr. Grange. 

I notice we have a lot of witnesses to be heard today and tomorrow 
on these series of bills. As far as the gentlemen here in Washington 
from the agencies, I am sure they can be here this afternoon or appear 
tomorrow, but I notice on this list we have Dr. William M. Chapman, 
who wants to leave today for Switzerland, and if he is here the vom- 
mittee would be glad to listen to his testimony. 


STATEMENT OF W. M. CHAPMAN, DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH, 
AMERICAN TUNABOAT ASSOCIATION 


Mr. CuapmMan. Thank vou for your consideration. Reservations 
for overseas flights are hard to adjust. 

My name is W. M. Chapman, and I am director of research for the 
American Tunaboat Association having offices at 1 Tuna Lane, San 
Diego, Calif. I am speaking for that organization and have also been 
asked to speak for the Fisherman’s Cooperative Association of San 
Pedro, Calif. 

The members of these two organizations catch about 85 percent of 
the tuna landed each year by American fishermen. The United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service states that for the last year of com- 
plete record, 1953, tuna was the most valuable United States fishery 
at the retail level, at $208 million; at the processor’s level, it was also 
the most valuable, at $133,666,000; and at the fishermen’s level it was 
the second most valuable United States fishery, at $47,173,000. The 
members of our two organizations land, by value, between 12 and 15 
percent of all the fish and fish products landed by all the fishermen of 
the United States, its Territories and possessions. Accordingly, we 
have a large stake in the legislation being considered by your com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Bonner. May I interrupt? I want your background. I under- 
stand who you are and so forth. Previous to vour association here 
what was your vocation and business? 

Mr. CuapMan. Previous to this position I was special assistant to 
the Under Secretary of State for Fisheries and Wildlife. Directly 
previous to that I was director of the School of Fisheries at the Uni- 
versity of Washington. I have been professionally engaged in fisher- 
ies work about 30 vears. 

Mr. Bonner. In the State Department what was your function? 

Mr. Cuapman. I handled those functions now handled by Mr. 
Harrington consisting of the policy matters connected with fisheries’ 
relations in international affairs, the negotiation, for instance, of 
conservation treaties and handling of problems concerning the terri- 
torial sea, and such problems. 

Mr. Bonner. What problems did you encounter? 

Mr. Cuapman. The problems we ran into were controveries over 
fisheries resulting from uncertainties in the law governing the high 
seas and the territorial sea, problems of international law very largely. 
You are acquainted, of course, with the controversies which have 
been going on for the past ten vears in the Latin American region and 
are now going on in the Siberian region, Icelandic region, and so forth, 
all over the world r ally, controversies connected with the breadth 
of the territorial sea and what is the jurisdiction of the coastal state 
over the adjacent high seas. ‘Those problems are continuing. 
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Mr. Bonner. Are there any reasons that vou could not function 
when vou were in that office? 

Mr. CHapmMan. As a matter of fact, sir, ] was asked to come in 
there to establish the office, to set ee office up, and it was a new de- 
parture at that time. For the 3 vears that I was in there we were 
actually kind of breaking ground on nie and there were many things 
that I thought might be handled a little differently, but we made 
a fair amount of progress and the office stillis. It has given the fishing 
interests an entree into foreign affairs and I think the office is working 
very satisfactorily. 

We have very serious problems in these fields and they are not all 
being settled and some of us people in the industry are a little dis- 
appointed from time to time as to how the matters are handled. 

Mr. Bonner. Can you tell us why they are not being settled? 

Mr. CHapMan. | cannot. 

Mr. Bonner. Why can they not be settled? 

Mr. Cuapman. Take, as an instance, the present controversy going 
on between Japan and Russia over the fisheries, salmon fisheries, of 
Siberia. This is complicated by a very strong necessity on the part 
of the Japanese for having fish to eat and a tendency on their part to 
overfish resources out of this driving urge. 

Mr. Bonner. Can we cure that in any way in this legislation? 

Mr. Cuarman. I think that this legislation will m: aterially aid that 
problem in this way. By strengthening the domestic fishery agency 
it will strengthen the office in the Department of Ste a handling these 
problems, to have a strong fisheries agency in the domestic branch of 
the Government. 

Mr. Bonner. You mean the Fish and Wildlife Service now is not 
strong enough? 

Mr. CuarpMan. That is correct, it is not on a level high enough to 
have much effect on policy. 

Mr. Bonner. Do you, in your statement, make any suggestions as 
to how to improve that? 

Mr. Cuapman. No, the onlv suggestions that I have, sir, are in- 
corporated in this legislation. I thmk by strengthening and elevating 
the stature of the fisheries agency in the Department of the [Interior 
that this will do about as much at this present time as can be done to 
help that situation. 

Mr. Bonner. All right, sir. 

Mr. Cuapman. I cai also say that this statement of policy in- 
corporated in this legislation on behalf of the Congress I think is going 
to be a powerful implement in helping out these international problems. 
When the Congress has said the fishing industry ts a good thing for 
the country and has said so as plainly as it has said in this legislation 
the effect on the international policy with respect to fisheries, | believe 
will be very strong. 

Mr. Kuvezynskr. Before you procee dd I notice we have a couple of 
Congressmen present and I would appreciate it if they would sit up 
here on the dais. 

You may proceed. 

Mr. Cuapman. We are in favor of the objective of all these 60 or 70 
bills that are before vour committee having to do with the organization 
of the fisheries administration in the United States Government and 
we wish to use this opportunity to join in with all of the other fisher- 
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men in the country in expressing our deep and sincere appreciation to 
all of our friends in Congress who have introduced these bills or other- 
wise given thought and attention to our problems, 

The first of these bills in point of time was that submitted by our 
Congressman Bob Wilson as H. R. 8001 on January 3, 1956. The 
last is that submitted by Mr. Magnuson of Seattle, Wash., on May 
17 as H. R. 11309. It is pertinent to point out that one of these 
gentlemen is a Republican, one is a Democrat, and that among the 
bills before you are those introduced by gentlemen of both parties 
from nearly every coastal State of the Union as well as the Delegates 
from Alaska and Hawaii. 

We wish to concentrate our references and recommendations on 
the latest of these bills, H. R. 11309. This legislation has passed 
through many perfecting stages that have resulted from numerous 
meetings within the industry, between industry and various governmen- 
tal agencies, between the Executive and Congressmen and Senators, and 
extensive public hearings before the Senate Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. ‘This is the identical bill that was unani- 
mously reported on Thursday last by that committee under the co- 
sponsorship of 35 Senators and twenty-odd States. 

I mention these things only to highlight the fact that this legis- 
lation has received about as thorough a going-over and development 
as any fishery bill that I have seen in my career in the business. So 
far as I know, every branch of the fishing industry in every coastal 
State of the Nation has debated its provisions. After exciting the 
most lively controversies in the industry all over the country, legis- 
lation has been arrived at which all of the industry that I know about 
is in favor of strongly whether unions, boat owners, processors, or 
distributors. With definiteness I can say that our branch of the 
tuna industry wholeheartedly endorses H. R. 11309 and recommends 
its early reporting and passage. 

I should like to present for the record the attached statement on the 
problems of the tuna industry prepared by our general manager, Mr. 
Harold F. Cary, which discusses in greater detail the reasons why we 
need legislation of the nature. 

Mr. Kivuczynskt. Without objection, it will be incorporated in the 
record. 

(Statement referred to follows:) 


PRORLEMS OF THE TUNA INDUSTRY AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THEIR SOLUTION 
By Harold F. ¢ 
I. RECOMMENDATIONS 


That a basic policy for the commercial food fisheries be enunciated by the 
United States Government declaring the need for the fisheries, that their economic 
well-being is in the public interest. 

That, in line with this policy, commercial fisheries be given a voice at the 
policymaking level of our Government and that adequate authority and responsi- 
bility be delegated therefor; 

That, in line with this policy, economic services be extended to commercial 
fishermen and their organizations equal in scope to those services extended to 
other food producers; 

That, in line with the policy, protection from serious injury, from imports be 
provided to commercial fishermen equal in scope to that extended to other food 
producers; and 

That with particular reference to tuna an equitable quota be designed to 
equalize protection on tuna imports in any and all forms and implemented by 
necessary executive agreement and legislative action. 
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That with particular reference to tuna imports the recommendation be made 
that immediate discussions be entered into by the executive department of the 
United States Government and representatives of the Japanese Government 
regarding appropriate means of safeguarding the interests of the domestic pro- 
lucers, the domestic processors and the foreign supplier. 


II. THE PRORLEM 


The domestic tuna producers (fishermen-boatowners) have seen and are seeing 
their market, their earnings, and opportunities for employment steadily decline. 
These declines are rapidly accelerating. 

Tuna is being imported into the United States in quantities which seriously 
injure and which will ultimately destroy the domestic fishing industry and the 
related processing industry. 

Imports of directly competitive frozen tuna (which is duty free) have steadily 
and alarmingly increased to the point of supplanting rather than supplementing 
domestic production. 

The tuna producers are alone in being adversely affected not only by imports 
of frozen tuna but of canned tuna and tuna in any and all forms. 

The domestic tuna processors (canners) have seen and are seeing their market 
increase. 

Canned tuna imports (which are dutiable) rose rapidly in the postwar period 
with a leveling off in the past 2% years. 

A processor’s problem, with respect to imports, basically is a combination of 
this and the amount of imported frozen tuna he buys or does not buy. 

If he buys the majority or the entirety of his raw material from Japan he has 
+ minimum or no import problem. 

If he buys the majority of his raw material from domestie producers his problem 
tends to maximize. 

He has the element of choice which the domestic producer does not have. 

Tuna producers do not minimize the effect of canned tuna importations (on 
which a duty is imposed) even though a progressive, steady shift of emphasis has 
occurred wherein only frozen tuna imports (on which no duty is imposed) have 
risen alarmingly. A shift could occur where the emphasis could return to canned 
tuna. Producers understand that this can occur. Producers also believe it 
foolish to regard the importation of only one form of tuna as threatening their 
survival. 

Domestic processors are in a similar position although some fail to see the 
relationship of the commodities. This lack of perception has created a class of 
semifree traders and semiprotectionists who ery out loudly against imports of 
canned tuna (which they sell) and urge free trade in frozen tuna (which they buy). 

Clear analysis reveals this as a total problem requiring a total solution with no 

dvantage given, as at present, to one industry over the other industry. 


Ill MEASUREMENT OF THE PROBLEM 


Our Government and our separate political parties are in policy accord in 
regard to expanding trade and in stating that no domestic industry should be 
seriously injured in that process. 

The Tariff Commission in considering whether or not there is serious injury to 

domestic industry considers certain factors in arriving at a decision. These 
can be applied to the situation of the tuna producer as follows: 


1. Actual and relative imports 


ile ’ 


* * increased imports either actual or relative to domestic production* * *’ 
form one basis for determining serious injury to the domestic industry producing 
like or directly competitive products. 

(a) Frozen tuna.—Imports of actual quantities of frozen tuna have increased 
meteorically since 1948. These imports enter free of duty or quota. 

Frozen tuna imports in 1948 totaled more than 9 million pounds. 

Frozen imports in 1954 totaled more than 123 million pounds—an increase of 
1,250 percent. 

Measured by other comparisons: 

The increase amounts to the loss of the annual equivalent of 317 tuna clipper 
loads averaging 180 tons for each load. Measured in terms of average loads of 
purse seiners or albacore boats the number of loads would be enormously increased. 
The increase amounts to the loss of the annual equivalent of about 285,000 fishing 
javs for the domestic fishermen. 
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The year 1955 has brought no decline in this uptrend. Imports for the first 
8 months, 115 million pounds, are running at a rate 20 percent over last vear. 
Japan is the principal supplier with its over 2 million pounds in 1948 rising to 98 
million pounds in 1955, about 80 percent of all imports. 

Imports of frozen tuna relative to domestic production have shown similar 
great increase. 

Expressed as a percentage of the domestic catch, frozen tuna imports totaled 
2.8 percent of domestic landings in 1948 rising to 38.3 percent in 1954. 

[In 1955 such imports totaled 72.4 percent of the amount caught by domestic 
fishermen in the first 8 months. 

These figures illustrate the alarming degree to which frozen imports are sup- 
planting rather than supplementing domestic production. (Exhibit 1 gives full 
data.) 

(b) Canned tuna.—Imports of actual quantities of canned tuna have increased 
although in less spectacular fashion than evident in frozen tuna. Unlike frozen 
tuna, canned tuna is dutiable—canned tuna in oil being dutiable at 35 percent and 
canned tuna in brine being dutiable at 12% percent. 

Combined imports of both canned commodities totaled more than 8 million 
pounds of processed weight in 1948 rising to over 31 million pounds in 1954 after 
having reached a peak of over 34 million pounds in 1953. 

In 1955, for the first 5 months, canned imports were running well below 1954. 
At the end of 8 months, however, the amount was nearly up to the 1954 level— 
with the rate indicating that 1954 figures would be exceeded. 

Expressed in terms of tons of fish deliveries, canned tuna imports in 1954 
represented more than 30,000 tons of frozen tuna. 

Japan is the principal source of canned tuna imports accounting for over 90 
percent of the total received. 

The domestic producer is directly and adversely affected by imports of tuna 
and tunalike fish in all forms—this distinguishes his position from that of the 
domestic processor. The actual and relative increases set forth here and in 
detail in exhibits 1, 2, and 3 clearly establish serious injury. 


2. Share of the Market 


* 


a decline in the proportion of the domestic market supplied by domestic 
producers” is another basis by which serious injury may be determined. 

The domestic market is made up of canned goods processed from tuna landings 
by the domestic fleet and from imported frozen tuna plus imports of canned tuna 
and tuna-like fish. 

In 1948 domestic producers (fishermen-boatowners) supplied about 91 percent of 
the domestic market. This percentage has progressively declined. In 1953 the 
domestic producers share was 60 percent, declining to 57 percent in 1954. 

The decline has continued thus far in 1955. At the end of 8 months the domestic 
producers share was 46 percent. 

Thus the foreign share of our market has grown from under 9 percent in 1948 
to 43 percent in 1954—with the first 8 months showing 54 percent lost by domestic 
producers, as shown by exhibit 4. 


3. Domesti p oduction 

‘* * * a downward trend in production * *? is used as a further measure- 
ment in determining whether serious injury to a domestic industry has occurred, 

The domestic producers group (fishermen-boatowners) is composed of the 

very numerous albacore fleet sailing from all ports in California, Oregon, Wash- 
ington, Alaska, and Hawaii, the purse seine fieet from San Pedro and northern 
California together with the bait boat (tuna clipper) fleet operating from San 
Diego and San Pedro. 
In 1948 this combined fleet produced almost 166,000 tons of fish, which total 
increased to 196,000 tons in 1950. With the incidence of heavy imports the 
decline began with 160,000 tons produced in 1951, roughly equivalent to the 
amount produced in 1954. 

in 1955 total production is estimated at 145,000 tons. 

These figures which show drastic decline do not tell the whole story. The fleet 
was larger in 1951 than it was in 1948 and 1950 therefore the return per vessel 
was materially less. 

This decline can be most accurately measured by comparing the production per 
vessel capacity ton produced a few years ago with changes since. 

In 1948 and 1950 each tuna clipper produced 3.3 tons per vear for each capacity 
ton. This fell to 2.64 tons in 1951 declined further in 1952 and 1953 and rose 
to 2.91 tons in 1954. In 1955 it is estimated that each vessel will deliver 2.2 
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tons for each capacity ton. Inthe years 1951—54 the average decline in production 


was approximately 17 percent per vessel ton in this fleet, compared to the years 
1948-50. In 1955 the comparative decline exceeds 30 percent. 


The ability to produce remains with the domestic fleet, its opportunity to 
yroduce is being progressively destroyed. The fleet cannot long survive this 
I : 


lack of opportunity. (Exhibit 5 gives full data 
1. Employment 

‘“* * * a downward trend of * * * employment * * * ” is another measure- 
ment of serious injury to a domestic industry. 

There have been significant decreases in employment 

In the bait boat fleet the number of berths available has declined from 2,600 
in 1950 (after rising from 2,500 in 1948) to less than 2,100 in 1955. (See exhibit 6.) 

The utilization of this skilled work force is another evidence of decline—for 
this we can use the same basic figure used in production. We utilized our fleet 
17 percent less in 1951-54 than we did in 1948-50. We are utilizing it 30 percent 
less this year. 

We do not employ as many fishermen. Those that are employed have less 
opportunity to go fishing and earn their shares. 

The inerease in imports from 1948 to 1954 measured in amount of days required 
to catch an amount equivalent to increased imports indicates loss of a potential 
285,000 days of fishing time. If we compute increases in canned goods imports 
(tuna and tunalike) on the same basis this figure is raised to 546,000 fishing days 
lost. 

We do not make the flat assertion that all of this increased flow of fish could 
have been caught or should have been caught by our own fishermen, but simply 
that we are entitled to a just share. Expressed as the loss of 546,000 fishing days 
in 1 year gives clear emphasis to the enormity of the import increase and its effect 
upon employment of fishermen. 

5. Wages 

‘“#* * * ga downward trend of * * * wages”’ is an indication of serious injury. 

A fisherman’s earnings are based on a share of the fish catch. In the tuna bait 
boat fleet the percentage is determined by means of a labor agreement negotiated 
between unions and boatowners. 

Because of declining prices and reduced volume of production for the fleet and 
for each vessel, share earnings have sharply declined. 

Using 1948 earnings as an index of 100, earnings in 1951, when imports were 
sharply felt, dropped to 71.4 percent of 1948 earnings, these remained constant 
in 1952, rose in 1954 and a decline to about 60 percent is indicated for 1955. 

Thus in the years 1951 to 1955 wages, expressed in terms of share earnings 
have declined an average of about 30 percent for each available berth in the fleet. 
(Exhibit 7 gives full data.) 


6. Prices 

‘“* * * a downward trend of * * * prices * * * ”’ is an indication of serious 
injury to a domestic industry. 

Prices of yellowfin and skipjack tuna are now at levels averaging 69.4 percent of 
prices received by boatowners in the year 1948. 

Two factors combine to cause this decline to have far greater impact upon the 
boatowners than the percentage decline: 

1. Sharp increases in all areas of costs in the same period. 

2. Sharp declines in ability of vessels to go fishing. 

Profits of owners and earnings of crew members, arise from what remains 
after expense is deducted from income. The supplier of foreign fish, chiefly 
and preponderantly the Japanese, has been able to undersell the domestic pro- 
ducer. To meet this situation the boats in the bait boat fleet which are members 
of the American Tunaboat Association reduced prices four time in less than 12 
months. The desperate need of the owner and fisherman is for volume opera- 
tion—the reduced prices were put in effect to bring this about. Should this 
fail the boatowner has no alternative actions left to him. Particularly so if his 
Government evinces no more interest in the fishing problem‘in the future than 


it has in the past. (Exhibit 8 gives full data. 
?. Profits 
“* * * qa downward trend of * * * profits * *”’ is an indication of serious 


injury to a domestic industry. 
The story on profits is appallingly clear. 
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Using 1948 as the base year (and as an index of 100), the year 1955 will show 
losses almost 50 percent as great as the total profits for 1948. In the years 1951 
through 1955 the average profit or loss position of the bait boat fleet has been 
just about exactly zero. On an average basis, boatowners have been keeping 
their heads above water because of their depreciation allowances. (Exhibit 9 
gives full data.) 

8. Other indications 

Other factors must be considered in determining whether or not a domesti 
industry has suffered serious injury. 

One of these is investment in new boats or in the replacement of boats lost 
through obsolescence or casualty. 

The bait boat fleet totaled 161 vessels at the end of 1947. By year end 1952 
there were 210 active vessels. Presently there are 165 vessels in the fleet—a 
decline of 21 percent in the number of vessels and 14 percent in capacity tonnage. 

In the year 1953 to 1955 only four new vessels were commissioned. Thus, the 
fleet has progressively declined in size and increased in age. 

The purse seine fleet has similarly declined. Over 100 vessels bought licenses 
and fished tuna a few vears ago. This year less than 70 vessels were available for 
this operation. There is no new construction. 

The health of a business can be gaged by new investment in it. Consider these 
figures: 

1. The Japanese high seas tuna fleet increased from 272 vessels at the end of 
1951 to 436 vessels at the end of 1954—an increase of over 60 percent. Its 
tonnage capacity increased 151 percent. 

2. The United States high seas tuna fleet using the bait boats as a measure 
has declined by 21 percent in number and 14 percent in capacity in the same 


period. 
Another item is of grave concern not only to boatowners but to the business 
community. Unsecured delinquent indebtedness of boats is at an alltime high 


There are many local businesses directly and indirectly concerned with the 
fishing fleet which are caught in a bad credit situation whereby they must carry 
and cannot liquidate their accounts receivable. Considerable evidence can be 
produced to support this if considered necessary. 


Summary 

Our per vessel production is off 30 percent, our share of the market declined from 
90 to below 50 percent, our employment has declined 20 percent, share earnings 
are down 30 to 40 percent, our prices are down 30 percent and our profits changed to 
losses. 

Imports of frozen tuna are up 1,300 percent, imports of canned tuna after 
leveling off are now climbing, the foreign share of the market has grown from 9 
to over 50 percent. 

The criteria of serious injury is clearly met. 


IV. THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT AND TUNA 


The tuna problem is nothing new in Washington. In the recent past, various 
agencies of Government have written extensive reports on the subject. The most 
important of these are listed in exhibit 10. 

The course of tuna trade has been greatly influenced by activities of the United 
States Government. In recent years nothing has been done to aid the tuna 
producers or processors, yet agreements have been made which led directly to 
serious injury. A brief review of the tariff history of each commodity makes this 
clear: 

The tariff history of tuna canned tin oil 

Tuna, canned in oil, was dutiable at 30 percent under the Tariff Act of 1930. 

In 1933 imports of tuna canned in oil rose to high levels. The domestic industry 
applied to the Tariff Commission for relief under section 336 of the Tariff Act. 
The President accepted a recommendation of the Tariff Commission and pro- 
claimed an increase in the duty rate to equalize costs of production—raising the 
duty rate to 45 percent. 

In 1943 pursuant to the trade agreement with Mexico the duty rate was reduced 
to 2234 percent. 
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It is customary to negotiate concessions with a principal supplier of a product 
Mexico was not and is not a principal supplier of canned tuna. Canned tuna is 
not of primary or even secondary interest in Mexican trade with the United 
States. 


n the 4 years prior to the negotiation of the Mexico-[ nited States trad 
agreement (1939-42) imports from Mexico totaled 958,600 pounds out of a tot 
of 21,547,800 pounds for all such imports—4.4 percent of all imports during that 


period. 

After the duty rate was cut and in the last 4 years of the life of the Mexico- 
United States trade agreement (1947-50) imports from Mexico total 
pounds out of 55,351,800 pounds—a sum too i1 
wise. 

Mexico denounced this trade agreement in June of 1950 (because of intere 
in products other than fish), giving the 6 months required notice. This meant a 
reversion of the duty rate to 45 percent on January 1, 195] 

In this 6-month interval a tremendous amount of canned tuna was sent to this 
country (87.4 percent of it from Japan) which caused serious injury to the domestic 
industry. The industry, foreseeing this eventuality, asked the Department of 
State to proclaim the duty increase effective shortly after denunciation of tl 
trade agreement. This advice was not heeded. This, then, is what followed 
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This excessive amount of imports caused widespread distress in the tuna 
industry subsequent to 1950. 

Thus, negotiating with a country which was not a principal supplier, and to 
whom the commodity was not of primary interest, raised havoc in the market. 
It did not increase the flow of specific commodity trade with that country. 

In September of 1955 the duty rate was reduced to 35 percent. 

The tariff history of tuna canned in brine 

While tuna canned in oil appears as a specifically listed item under paragraph 
No. 718 (a) of United States import duties, tuna canned in brine, was not specifi- 
cally listed in paragraph No. 718 (b) which follows—it is considered under the 
collective term ‘‘other’’ by administrative decision, even though other fish products 
which were and are articles of commerce are specifically listed. 

This basket category of items was dutiable at 25 percent under the Tariff Act 
of 1930. 

In 1943 a trade agreement was negotiated with Iceland reducing the duty 
rate to 12!¢ percent. 

While administrative decisions later held that this reduced duty rate was to 
apply to tuna canned in brine, there was no mention of its inclusion at the time 
of negotiation, nor could it be reasonably said to be contemplated inasmuch as 
tuna canned in brine was not an article in commerce prior to 1943, or for about 
5 years thereafter. Further, Iceland never was and is not today a producer 
of tuna products. 

This basket category rate was bound under GATT with Nationalist China in 
1948. Once again this could not properly be said to have contemplated binding 
a rate on canned tuna, inasmuch as Nationalist China was not an exporter of 
tuna products. Later, however, Nationalist China withdrew as a contracting 
party to GATT. The duty rate remained effective under the Icelandic agreement. 

Here we have a case of negotiating a duty rate with a country which produced 
no products of the kind which were later to be vitally affected by that rate. 

In 1948, 5 years after this 124-percent rate was presumed to have been set, 
just under 13,000 pounds of tuna canned in brine were exported to the United 
States, representing one-sixth of 1 percent of total canned tuna received into 
the United States in that year. In 3 years this total was to reach 19 million 
pounds and in 4 years it was to reach just under 30 million pounds, all considered 
dutiable at a rate set on a list of products which did not list or contemplate tuna 
in brine or canned tuna of any kind. 
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The denunciation of the Mexico-United States trade agreement which restored 


the 45-percent duty rate on tuna canned in oil brought an almost complete shift 
of exports from oil to brine. The following figures illustrate this: 


Year In oil In brine Year In oil In brine 
1950_. 36, 409, 000 381, 000 1953 4,712, 000 29, 880, 000 
1951 3, 618, 000 9, 351, 000 1954 1, 111, 000 30, 534, OOO 
1952 4, 288, 000 19, 032, 000 


In late 1951 the tuna industry, producers and processors, petitioned the Tariff 
Commission for an escape clause investigation under section 7 of the Trade 
Acreements Extension Act of 1951, covering the item tuna canned in brine, and 
also including canned bonito. 

The case presented by the California industry was patterned on the escape 
clause criteria found in the Trade Agreements Act. The criteria were listed in 
the act to aid in determining whether an industry had suffered or was threatened 
with serious injury. Every one of the criteria was met in the case presented to 
the Tariff Commission. Despite this marshaling of facts the Tariff Commission 
(then made up of 5 active members) voted 3 to 2 that there was no serious injury 
or threat thereof. Two strange findings were among those made in the majority 
opinion: 

Tuna in brine did not compete with tuna in oil, and 

The tuna fishery (producers) was not considered an integral part of the tuna- 
canning industry. 

At this point it may be observed that by reason of both these trade agreement 
negotiations with nations that produced marginal quantities of canned tuna and 
with one that produced none at all, the normal course of tuna trade was diverted 
from tuna in oil to tuna in brine, by an abnormal economic force created by these 
agreements. This is not the complete effect, as this has placed further emphasis 
upon the already abnormally high imports of frozen tuna. 


The tariff history of frozen tuna 


Tuna, fresh or frozen, is on the duty-free list and has been so treated ever since 
the first exports to the United States in 1928. It has only been in the post- 
World War II period that this commodity adversely affected domestie producers 
(boatowners-fishermen). 

The prewar average of imports of frozen tuna (1931-40) was 8,655,000 pounds 
(5,392,000 or 62.3 percent from Japan). 

The tremendous increases in the post-World War II period have served to 
make these figures seem very small indeed. In 1948 the prewar average was 
exceeded when 9,143,000 pounds were imported into the United States. The 
phenomenal growth since 1948 has seen this import figure rise by almost 1,400 
percent 

For the first 8 months of 1955 a new record total of 115 million pounds has been 
reached. 

As in the case of canned tuna, Japan is by far the leading supplier of frozen tuna, 
her participation running at 80 percent, rising in quantity from about 2 million 
pounds in 1948 to 98 million pounds in 1954 with 1955 running ahead of this 
amount. 

The upsurge of frozen tuna imports, together with the effect of the heavy 
imports of canned tuna in oil in 1950, idled the domestic tleet. An appeal was 
made to the Department of State to discuss the matter with Japan so that some 
order might be brought out of chaos. We were advised that inasmuch as frozen 
tuna was duty free and a matter that only the Congress of the United States 
could handle. The Ways and Means Committee recommended a temporary 
duty of 3 cents pet pound, which was adopted by the House of Representatives. 
The Senate Finance Committee similarly approved the action. The bill was 
finally defeated on the floor of the Senate in 1952 after active opposition by the 
Secretary of State. 

Latest developments 

This spring the producers’ situation grew rapidly worse. The White House was 
asked to impose a quota on frozen tuna. This was not done but six of the execu- 
tive departments met, talked to tuna processors as well as producers. A White 


House letter was issued (exhibit 11) stating no quota would be imposed but setting 
forth “a number of possibilities for helping the industry * * *.,”’ 
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These were: 

1. ‘“* * * discussing the desirability of Japan's undertaking early action to 
improve wage standards and practices in its tuna fishing industry.”’ 

This expectation is naive inasmuch as earnings of Japanese fishermen are at 
least on a par if not above wages in shore establishments and earnings of fishermen 
in their tuna fleet are higher than in other fisheries. 

2. “* * * effort to promote a continuing expansion of the market for tuna- 
fish in the United States * * *’ through “‘* * * the Japanese industry par- 
ticipating financially with the American industry in an advertising and market 
development campaign.” 

The market has expanded. It has done so almost entirely through efforts of 
processors in the United States, chiefly those selling nationally advertised brands. 
The Japanese, by their own admission, have contributed little or nothing. 

It has been suggested to the Japanese that inasmuch as they have close to 
40 percent of the United States market they make a material starting contribu- 
tion to a promotional fund. Press reaction in Japan points to a poor reception to 
such a plan. The Suisan Tsushin, September 17, has this to say: ‘Japan should 
assume certain amount of this expense. It is said that $1.5 million was requested 
as Japan’s share. If this is true, it would mean that Japan would have to assume 
50 cents per case or $20 per ton of frozen tuna. This would be a mortal 
blow to the tuna industry of Japan.’”’ Again another Japanese press comment 
(Suisan Keizai Shimbun): “If Japan bears a high expenditure for advertising cost, 
there is danger of reducing the meaning of the GATT trade agreement into a 
mere name only.” 

3. ‘‘The Department of the Interior is actively pursuing its current promotional 
and research activity in support of the tuna industry. This program—under the 
Saltonstall-hennedy Act will be stepped up to the long run fundamental advantage 
of the American industry.”’ 

Appropriations under the Saltonstail-Kennedy Act now total $6 million. Of 
this $35,000 has been set aside for tuna fishery projects. This amounts to six- 
tenths of 1 percent of appropriated funds. We are grateful for this but do not 
regard it as any unusual display of interest in our domestic fishery in California. 

+. “‘The Small Business Administration will gi e priority attention to loan 
requests from the tuna industry and has already taken steps to further the same 
end.”’ 

Two loan requests have been acted on since the receipt of the advice. The 
first (from an owner with no delinquent indebtedness) was rejected because of 
“lack of satisfactory evidence that the business can be operated at a rate of profit 
sufficient to repay the loan from earnings.’”’ The second (from owners with a 
distress condition) was rejected because of: ‘“‘Inadequate collateral, considering 
present economic conditions in the related industry; lack of reasonable assurance 
of ability to repay loan from earnings; debt proportionate to net worth.’’ These 
loan rejections promise no hope of loan assistance. They are notable, however, 
in indicating that one agency of Government considers the condition of the 
tuna-fishing industry to be serious. 

The hope that the White House letter inspires does not arise from the suggestions 
made but from the last sentence of the letter which reads: ‘‘* * * I can assure 
you of the administration’s continuing interest in the attainment of this important 
objective.’ As it becomes evident that the “conclusions which represent the 
judgment of these six executive departments”’ are not positive steps at all, we 
await return to more concrete expressions of how the important objective of 
strengthening the economic position of the industry may be achieved. 

The crying need in this whole matter becomes clearly apparent when we con- 
sider that the White House and six executive departments wrestled with this 
problem and came out with suggestions that bypass the central issue—the impact 
of imports. 

The need is for a firm declaration of policy by the President and his advisers 
clearly stating Government policy in regard to our commercial fisheries. 

Six departments do not wrestle with problems concerning agriculture, and other 
areas where there is basic policy, clear delegation of responsibility and authority 
for its being carried out. 

The tuna problem is simply a football to be kicked around until such time as 
there is policy, responsibility and authority. Our Department of Agriculture 
has taken positive, vigorous steps in the last few days on a problem involving pork 
and lard. The Secretary announced this would help farmers ‘achieve a better 
share of the present national prosperity.’’ When tung oil imports were found to 
be burdensome, a solution was found. Recently an Assistant Secretary of Agri- 
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culture was quoted as urging that we buy more fishery products from Japan, other- 
wise they will go to Red China for their trade. He was speaking to help farmers 
to build an export market for our domestically produced farm products. 

The voice of anyone in Government talking for fisheries in Washington is 
almost inaudible. <A part of the Department of the Interior speaks for fisheries— 
the Fish and Wildlife Service—but even though the effort may be valiant this 
branch of the Department must also attend to the problem of the sport fisherman 
and the hunter. It is pretty far down in our councils of government. 

Clearly our commercial fisheries need a declaration of Government policy on 
their behalf and a department of Government with responsibility and conviction 
to carry it out. At present in our executive branch of Government, no one is in 
a position to say that our commercial fisheries should ‘‘achieve a better share of 
national prosperity.” 

It is time the decision be made whether anyone will have that right and 
responsibility. 

The producer would choose to be totally free of Government—but when the 
Government itself makes agreements with other nations adverse to his business 
and encourages all food producers except him—the price of independence is too 
high. The threat of total loss of his livelihood is too great. 


V. GOVERNMENT POLICY GUIDES 


The Government has certain policies which, while not directly applicable to 
the tuna fishery or to other fisheries, should be examined when considering the 
tuna-fishery problem or the total domestic-fishery problem. 

1. Through policy declarations, legislation enacted into law and programs 
pursued thereunder, our Government has clearly declared that it is in the public 
interest to work with and aid in strengthening our food producers on farms and 
ranges. Not only are we interested in maintaining a food supply, we are, by the 
President’s statement early this year, dedicated to aiding the farmer export 
his surplus food commodities. Banks, credit resources, support programs, surplus- 
disposal program—all are part of a national food policy. 

Fishery products are a part of the food program not covered by this policy. 

2. Our Government has declared it to be in the public interest to maintain an 
American merchant marine for access to the market resources of the world. Oper- 
ational and construction aid program implement this policy. 

Our fisheries need some similar policy to aid in maintaining access to food re- 
sources of the high seas. 

3. Our Government has a trade policy dedicated to expanding trade with and 
among the free nations of the world. The second part of that policy is to see that 
this is done without bringing serious injury to an American industry. This second 
phase, often overlooked, was stated by the President this year as: “* * * it 
would ill serve our Nation’s interest to undermine American industry or to take 
steps which would lower the high wages received by our working men and women’”’ 
and that ““* * * no American industry will be placed in jeopardy in the Adminis- 
tration of this measure.’’ (The Trade Agreements Act.) 

Our fisheries problem must be reexamined in the light of our full trade policy 
commitment to the American public. We are seriously injured through an excess 
of imports. 

4. Our Government has a declared policy of utilizing the diverse skills of all 
our people in time of emergency. Diversity has brought strength to our economy 
in time of peace or war. 

Our skilled seamen and engineers, our high seas vessels were once in demand 
and were of extreme value to this country. The importance of this is presently 
belittled by the free traders, this was not so 12 to 14 years ago. This reserve is 
worthy of being retrained. 

The fisheries nearly fit into some of these policies, there is no policy designed 
specifically for fisheries. The late Schuyler O. Bland, Congressman from Virginia, 
1 of the merchant marine and 1 of the fisheries greatest friends, had this to say 
in commenting on our fishery resources and related problems (1945): 

“The fisherivs of the United States have occupied an important place in the 
economy of the Nation since* its colonial beginnings. They give employment, 
directly or indirectly, to a substantial number of citizens. They furnish a large 
quantity of protein foods. Their byproducts have an amazing variety of essential 
uses in the arts, industry, and agriculture. Yet, important as the fisheries are, 
they are capable of plaving a far more significant role in the economic and cultural 
life of the Nation. The aquatic resources have been, in a sense, a stepchild 
among the Nation’s natural resources. Startling examples of neglect, which 
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already have led to destruction of segments of the resources, are cited. No 
comprehensive program has ever been laid down to assure the fullest and most 
effective use of these resources. 

“The opportunity, the obligation, to remedy this condition is ours. The 
postwar years will afford an unexcelled opportunity to pursue an integrated, 
national fishery program. Properly developed, the fisheries will offer a large 
field for the profitable employment of returning war veterans. The expansion 
of fisheries of Alaska will build a sound economy for the growing population of 
the Territory. By general improvement of the methods of capture, proc>ssing, 
and marketing, fishery products can be made available to the vast inland areas 
formerly denied access to this healthful food. 

“‘The fisheries are not a static resource. They are a living, renewable form of 
national wealth, capable of being maintained and greatly increased with proper 
attention, but equally capable of destruction if neglected.” 

Nothing was done—the need for a fisheries policy implemented at a high level 
in Government is greater now than it ever was. 


VI. WHAT THE INDUSTRY HAS DONE 


You have heard our problem stated and measured, our recommendations as 
to what Government should do and our comments on Government policies. 

If we simply sat here and screamed to the Government, we would have no claim 
to the attention of this committee. The tuna producers (boatowner-fisherman) 
have worked to better their own position and fight their own battles and on that 
ground, claim your attention. 

1. We developed the entire tuna fishery of the eastern Pacific Ocean, covering 
about 2 million square miles of ocean area. 

2. We developed the most efficient tunafishing craft in the world. 

3. We developed skills which result in our fishermen outproducing any tuna 
fishermen in the world, man for man, in efficiency. 

4. We sold the fish at prices competitive enough to permit our domestic canners 
(most of them) to spend vast sums ($9 million in 1954) in building a market and 
selling tuna at prices which made a mass market. 

5. We helped build a market so large that it early developed the desire in the 
Japanese to take it all away from us—an undertaking in which they are making 
remarkable strides. 

6. We cut our prices drastically in the last 14 months—by 24 percent—to do 
all we could possibly do to meet this menace to our livelihood 

7. We did all this with no aid, or encouragement from the Government. 

8. We did all this despite bad business deals in the form of trade agreements 
made by this Government, on the products we produce. 

It is our considered opinion that the time has come for Government to examine 
the wreckage and decide it has some degree of responsibility for it and some degree 
of responsibility to reverse the ruinous trends, which ill-considered policies have 
brought about. 

VII. RESULTS OF INACTION 


The trends are apparent. They have been trends for along time. They have 
been pointed out to our Government, both executive and legislative branches, 
at least once a year since 1948. These trends inexplorably point to the death of 
our fishery if they are not reversed. 

The producers do not intend to let this happen. We are taking every step avail- 
able to increase our efficiency and reduce our cost of production. We have taken 
drastic action in cutting our prices so we can meet or beat our competition. We 
embarked on this desperate course after seeking every avenue of appeal to our 
Government for aid. In September, 1954, we cut our prices by 6 percent, in 
April 1955, we cut our prices twice by over 3 percent each time, in Auzust 1955, 
we azain cut our prices almost 14 percent. So far this has brought no direct 
relief as these sharp retrenchments by us were followed by sharp disturbances in 
related labor markets. Now that this is behind us, we will soon be able to see the 
wisdom of these necessary moves on our part. 

There will be no inaction on our part to save a business we created. 

However, we feel some sense of inadequacy in an economic system where our 
Government makes agreements changing our trade and encouraging our competi- 
tors, because of lack of a policy directly applicable to fisheries. 

If there is unwillingness to attend to this matter, the inaction of our Government 
may well overcome our best efforts to remain competitive and, thus alive in a 
business sense. 
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VIII. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


Returning to the recommendations made to this committee, some comment is 
necessary on each one. 

The need for a basic policy regarding the commercial food fisheries is clearly 
evident. It can be set forth by a declaration by the President. It can be set 
forth as a recommendation of this committee, or it can be established by a joint 
resolution of Congress. 

The need for a voice at a policymaking level can be accomplished by the creation 
of the position of an assistant secretary in one of the executive departments whose 
primary function it would be to deal with implementation of commercial fisheries 
policy. 

The need for economic services should be fully surveyed and a program pat- 
terned to the needs. Of necessity. this should include extension of eredit facilities 
to fishermen from, or similar to, those found in the Farm Credit Administration 
program for farm producers specifically the Bank for Cooperatives. Provisions 
should be established whereby domestic fish producers are eligible for loans, pur- 
chases and payments generally similar to the National Wool Act of 1954, adopted 
because of a severe import problem. 

The need for protection from serious injury can be met by the adoption of the 
basie poliey referred to and delegation of responsibility in Government for imple- 
mentation thereof. Responsibility and authority, such as that delegated to the 
Secretary of Agriculture under section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, 
modified to fit commercial fisheries would be of major assistance in this field. 

The designing of an equitable quota on tuna imports would not deal solely with 
the matter of fair treatment of domestic producers and the Japanese suppliers, 
but should deal with establishing equity in the positions of domestie producers 
(boatowners and fishermen) and domestic processors (canners). 

In regard to discussions between the United States and Japan respecting tuna, 
we believe that extraordinary conditions require extraordinary treatment. An 
executive agreement could be entered into for an emergency short-term or long- 
term period. This has been objected to on the ground that it conflicts with 
international commitments. It should be pointed out that our international 
commitments are in conflict because of the type of commodity involved not 
because of any blanket inability to act. If the commodity were one under an 
agricultural program, for instance, no conflict would be involved. 


EXHIBIT 1 


Imports of frozen tuna, total 
I oi 


Year: Pounds Year—Continued Pounds 
1948 9, 143, 000 | 1952 ' 69, 003, 000 
1949_ ; 20, 606, O00 | 1953 _. 95, 038, 000 
1950 56, 712, 000 1954 123, 384, 000 
1951 62, O85, 000 | 1955 (8 months) 115, 202, 000 


Imports of frozen tuna, Japan 


, } ,ercent 
Year Pounds Percet 
| 












, > 3 Percent 

of total Ye Pounds of total 
1948. __ 2, 392, 000 26.2 1962... 50D, 985, 000 73.9 
1949. _- 2, 839, 000 13.8 || 1953 77, 112, 000 81.1 
1950__- 9, 000 44.7 || 1954__. : 97, 969, 000 79.4 

1951... 27, 000 56. 7 1955 (8 months)-_.. 88, 812, 000 
EXHIBIT 2 
Frozen tuna tmports expressed as a percentage of domestic production 

Year: Percentage | Year—Continued Percentage 
a . — 2.8 1952 ; 21.2 
Sn es) te ehd Seeks 6. 1 1953_ 29. 9 
ou... beetle 14.5 1954. 38. 3 
1951 : 19. 4 1955 (8 months) ie se 72. 4 
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EXHIBIT 3 
Imports of canned tuna (oil and brine combined 
Year: Pounds ' | Year—Continued Pounds } 
1948_. 8, 302, 000 1952 23, 321, 000 
1949 4, 584, 000 | 1953 34, 593, 000 
1950 36, 790, 000 | 1954 31, 645, 000 
1951_- 12, 970, 000 | 1955 (8 months) 21, 443, 000 
1 Processed weight. 
Imports of canned tuna from Japan 
Year Pounds ! a Year Pounds ! ae = 
1948 645, 000 7.8 1952 22, 777, 000 97.7 
1949 1, 793, 000 39.1 1953 32, 363, 000 93. 6 
1950 31, 883, 000 86. 7 1954 28, 644, 000 90. 5 
1951 11, 084, 000 85.5 1955 (8 months 19, 735, 000 92.0 
1 Processed weight. 
EXHIBIT 4 
Domestic producers share of the market for tuna and tunalike fish 
Year: Percentage | Year—Continued Percentage 
1948 ; 91. 4} 1952 / 66. O 
1949__- 9 eos os, ee 1953__. . . §9.9 
1950 - 67. 4 | 1954 57. 0 
1951_ Be 70. 9! 1955 (8 months 16. 1 
Exuisir 5 
Domestic production, all vessels 
Year: Pound weight | Year—Continued Pound weight 
1948 _. 331, 624, 000 | 1952 324, 914, 000 
1949 335, 680, 000 | 1953 305, 000, OOO 
1950 392, 273, 000 1954 322, 000, 000 
1951] 319, 748, 000 | 1955 (estimated _ 290, 000, 000 
Domestic bait boat fleet-—turnover of capacity 
Year: Percentage | Y ear—Continued Percentage 
1948 3. 30 | 1952 2. 55 
1949_ 2. 83 | 1953 2. 37 
1950 aon 1954 2. 91 
1951 2. 64 | - 1955 (estimated 2. 20 
EXHIBIT 6 
Employment in bait boat fleet based on available berths 
) Year: Tota! | Year—Continued Votat 
| 1948 2, 460 | 1952 2, 480 
1949 2, 510] 1953 2, 340 
1950 2, 590 1954 2, 210 
1951 2, 730 1955 2. 090 
EXHIBIT 7 
Index of fishermen’s share earnings 
e 
) Year Inde Y ear—Continued Indes 
) 194s LOO. O 1952 71. I 
3 1949 93.3 1953 66. 3 
{ 1950 92. 8 1954 82. 2 
1951 71. 4} 1955 (estimated 60. O 
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EXxHIRIT 8 


Index of prices for frozen fish paid to domestic producers, yellowfin and skipjack 


combined 
Year: Index | Year—Continued Inder 
1948 ‘ _ 100.0 1953... .- , : SV SB 
1949_ 100. 0 ai { 86.7 
ste 83. 3 1964_--.------- --| 83.3 
ena eae 83. 3 1955 { 80. 6 
1951_ cae 2 Porn ee a hea oe - 69. 4 
1952 _ 80. 6| 
EXHIRIT 9 
Index of profit on sales—bait boat fleet 
Year: Index | Year— Continued Indes 
1948 ae Mca de. 13.2 
1949 86. 8 | 1953 (minus) ; 23. 0 
1950 87. 7| 1954 ‘ 15.9 
1951 gia, ae 1955 (estimated minus) . 442 


Exnuipit 10 
PRINTED MATERIALS AVAILABLE ON TUNA 


1. Problems of the Fishing Industry—hearings published by the Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, House of Representatives, February 1949, 

2. Report of the Secretaries of State and Commerce and of the United States 
Tariff Commission on Fresh and Frozen Fish—September 1949. 

3. Hearings before the Committee on Finance of the United States Senate on 
H. R. 5693—February 1952. 

4. United States Tariff Commission, Report on Escape Clause Investigations 
Covering Bonito, Canned in Oil and Tuna and Bonito Canned not in Oil—Novem- 
ber 1952. 

5. United States Tariff Commission, Tuna Fish, Report on Investigations 
Conducted Pursuant to a Resolution by the Committee on Finance of the United 
States Senate— March 1953. 

6. United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Survey 
of the Domestic Tuna Industry— March 1953. 


EXHIBIT 1] 
THe Wuite House, 
Washington, July 28, 1955. 

As a result of your letter to the President about the situation in the tuna-fishing 
industry in southern California, we asked that an exhaustive and careful study 
be made of the possible courses of action that the Government might pursue to 
aid the tuna-fishing industry in its effort to improve its outlook in the months 
and vears ahead. The Department of the Interior and the Department of Com- 
merce contributed to this examination, as did the Departments of Labor, Defense, 
State, and Treasury. I am now in a position to report to you the following 
conclusions which represent the judgment of these six executive departments. 

A number of possibilities for helping the industry have been considered. As 
you would expect, upon delving into some of them it was found that for one reason 
or another the door was closed or the pathway led to a dead end. In other 
respects, however, | am happy to report that some positive steps by the Govern- 
ment can and are being taken. 

Because you specifically suggested it in your letter, and also because Senator 
Kuchel has raised it as a possibility, the first course of action explored was that 
of a quota on imports of fresh or frozen tuna fish from Japan and other countries, 
principally Peru. Under existing law, the only way in which such a quota could 
be imposed by the President by proclamation would be pursuant to an escape-clause 
proceeding under the Trade Agreements Extension Act. This approach is un- 
available, however, because, as you know, there is presently no concession on 
imports of fresh or frozen tuna fish in any of this country’s trade agreements. An 
escape-clause proceeding before the Tariff Commission may not, as you are aware, 
be initiated unless there has been such a concession. 


Sar 


witeie 


oo? 3} 


oe et et 


Wit. 





NATIONAL POLICY FOR COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 67 


This situation will alter when the trade agreement negotiations that were re- 
cently completed at Geneva are put into effect on the 10th of September of this 
year. As you know, during the negotiations, imports into this country of fresh 
or frozen albacore tuna fish, which presently enter free of duty, were bound on 
the free list. 

Such a binding can as a matter of law form the basis for an application to the 
United States Tariff Commission for the commencement of a proceeding under 
the escape clause. Thus, if the industry were so inclined, it would be in due course 
to apply to the Tariff Commission and, in such circumstances, there would be open 
to the Commission under the law the possibility of considering a recommendation 
to the President that a quota be imposed on such imports. 

The departments which studied this problem also examined the possibility of an 
executive agreement between the United States and Japanese Governments as to 
the amount of fresh or frozen tuna fish that Japan would ship into this country. 
The difficulty with this possibility is that it would be in direct conflict with existing 
international commitments from which the United States derives important ad- 
vantages. Under these commitments the use of quantitative restrictions is limited 
by international agreement to specific situations, none of which appears applicable 
in this particular case. Other serious problems which have been discussed with 
you would also be involved in embarking upon this course of action. The depart- 
ments gave this possibility every test but concluded, in the last analysis, that it 
was not feasible. 

Aside from the question of limitations on imports, it has been concluded that 
certain other positive steps can be taken by the Government to aid the industry’s 
efforts to better its position. 

The Department of State will engage in conversations with the Japanese 
Government, discussing the desirability of Japan’s undertaking early action to 
improve wage standards and practices in its tuna-fishing industry. At the Geneva 
meetings on the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, the Japanese Govern- 
ment formally stated that “it was the foremost concern of the Japanese Govern- 
ment that wage standards and practices be maintained at fair levels in industries, 
including export industries, of Japan.’’ The Department of State will suggest to 
the Japanese Government that their tuna-fishing industry would be a good place 
to take action to achieve this objective. 

Another conclusion that has been reached by the 6 departments is that it would 
be of considerable benefit to the American industry if every possible effort were 
made to promote a continuing expansion of the market for tuna fish in the United 
States. 


Mr. Cuapman. That is all I have to say, sir. This legislation has 
been so much talked about and we have sent so many letters to the 
committee and so much to the gentlemen on the committee that I do 
not feel like taking much more of your time on the matter. We have 
a well-considered piece of legislation here and we will be exceedingly 
pleased if it could be reported out. 

Mr. Kuivuczynski. Thank vou, Doctor. 

Mr. Bonner. What will it do that will improve the situation? 

Mr. Cuapman. What it will do to improve the situation | referred to 
with respect to the international phases. With respect to the principal 
difficulty that all of us in the fisheries have dealing with trade, 1 
will put an emphasis on the examination into the effect of imports on 
the fisheries of the country, the policy is set forth that the purpose 
of the legislation is to construct a thriving fishing industry. 

Mr. Bonner. I am in favor of all that, but just what is it going 
to do to make that possible? 

Mr. CuapMan. In the Fisheries Commission there would be a 
policymaking body which should give a continuity and emphasis to 
fisheries that we have never had before in this country. In having 
an Assistant Secretary for Fisheries in the Department of the Interior 
we will have a person on the sub-Cabinet level who will be attending 
directly to our problems and have those as his principal function. 
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This has been one of our difficulties for some years, sir, in my 
opinion, that the fisheries people in the Fish and Wildlife Service on 
many occasions have, I know, made recommendations which would 
have been very helpful to the fisheries had they been carried out and 
on many occasions those recommendations have either been over- 
looked by the higher officials in the Department and in the Govern- 
ment or just lost in the shuffle. This will not take place when these 
matters are being handled by an Assistant Secretary. We believe, 
anyway, that will not take place. 

Mr. Bonner. Do vou mean that the present Assistant Secretary, 
who has delegated to him the supervision of the Fish and W ildlife 
Service, is not applving himself to it? 

Mr. Cuapman. I think he is a fine man. He has many duties. 
I understand he is Assistant Secretary for Public Lands Management. 

Mr. Bonner. Then you mean there is an insufficient number of 
Assistant Secretaries? 

Mr. CuapmMan. That is correct. 

Mr. Bonner. You believe there is an insufficient number? 

Mr. Cuapman. I think so. 

Mr. Bonner. And one Assistant Secretary should be delegated to 
supervise the Fish and Wildlife? 

Mr. CuapmMan. The Fisheries Service. 

Mr. Bonner. The one who now supervises Fish and Wildlife Ser- 
vice, what else does he do? 

Mr. CuapMan. He is Assistant Secretary for Public Lands Manage- 
ment. It seems this is asking a great deal of a man who handles 
public lands affairs to handle our tuna affairs. We do not fish for 
tuna witbin 200 miles of the United States. 

Mr. Bonner. What else does he do? 

Mr. CuapmMan. I do not know. He was several other functions, 
public lands and Indian affairs, I believe. 

Mr. Bonner. How many Assistant Secretaries do they have? 

Mr. CuapmMan. I think they have three. However, I am not expert 
on that. 

Mr. Bonner. The idea is to have one Assistant Secretary to super- 
vise this industry alone? 

Mr. Cuapman. That is correct. That is what we seek. 

Mr. Bonner. That is all. 

Mr. Kiuczynskri. Any further questions? I want to thank you, 
Doctor. I am happy you explained about the Democrats and Re- 
publicans that introduced these bills. I want you to know this is 
neither a Democratic or Republican committee. We are a committee 
who wants to do something for the industry. 

Mr. Cuapman. We appreciate the bipartisan approach that has 
been brought to fisheries matters. 

Mr. Kiuczynskt. We have a gentleman who has to get back to 
California. Mr. Loker, do you want to be heard this morning? Give 
the reporter your name. 
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STATEMENT OF DONALD P. LOKER, VICE PRESIDENT, STAR-KIST 
FOODS, SAN PEDRO, CALIF, 


Mr. Loker. My name is Donald P. Loker, vice president of Star- 
Kist Foods in San Pedro, Calif., and I am re presenting the California 
Fish Canners Association which is located on Terminal Island. Thank 
you very much, Mr. Chairman, for your consideration. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxr. You may proceed. 

Mr. Loker. I am appearing this morning as a proponent of H. R. 
11309, the history of which has been eloquently described by Dr. 
Chapman. The representative of our association, Mr. Charles R. 
Carry, appeared before the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce on March 23. At that time he gave a very fine statement 
as to the position of the California Fish Canners Association. He also 
at that time mentioned several points in the three bills under discus- 
sion which were somewhat at variance with our thinking. We believe 
these points have been taken care of very well in this new bill, H. R. 
11309. 

The association that I represent packs about, | would say, 75 per- 
cent of the domestic tuna packed in the United States and ts akes fish 
from prim: ury producers such as the American Tunaboat Association 
and the Fishermen’s Cooperative Association and has a gross sale of 
approximately $140 million to $160 million a year. 

We are in favor of the bill. We believe that the people that were 
responsible for working on it, the Congressmen and Senators of both 
parties who have taken such an intense interest in this problem that 
has been facing us for so many years, have performed an act of great 
merit. We are deeply grateful to all of them. 

If there are any questions anyone would like to ask, Mr. Chairman, 
I will be h: ee to answer them. 

Mr. Kiuczynski. Mr. Zincke, our counsel, has a question. 

Mr. Zincke. Does your company process any imported fishery 
products? 

Mr. Loker. Does it process any imported fishery products? The 
answer is “‘Yes.”’ 

Mr. Zinckr. What percentage of your operation is on imported 
fishery products? 

Mr. Loker. My figures for last year are approximate but they 
would not be off more than 2 percent. I believe last year we processed 
tuna—by tuna we mean bluefin, yellowfin, and skipjack—we processed 
about 75,000 tons, and we purchased frozen tuna from Japan to the 
extent of 568 tons or 468 tons, 1 of the 2 

What that percentage is, I do not know, but it would necessarily be 
minute. 

Mr. Zinckr. Were there any other imported fishery products 
processed by you? 

Mr. Loker. Yes; we processed some imported albacore. Albacore 
is a white-meat tuna or a white-meat fish from the tuna family, 
perhaps is a better way of expressing it and necessarily in order to 
get sufficient albacore for our demand we had to augment it with 
foreign purchases. 
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Mr. Zinckr. Approximately what percentage represented foreign 
purchases? 

Mr. Loker. This is again unfortunately a guess on my part. I 
would say that our foreign purchase of albacore amounted to as much 
as 28 to 30 percent. 

Mr. Zincke. Was it because of a shortage of domestic production? 

Mr. Loxer. It was because we were not able to get the albacore. 

Mr. ZincKke. What is the reason for that, do you know? 

Mr. Loker. One reason certainly is that sometimes albacore runs 
well and sometimes it does not run well, and the albacore boats from 
southern California are very small boats. They range very close in 
shore, what we would call inshore. It is a lot different than the tuna 
boats which go out anywhere from 20 to 90 to 120 days. They range 
the far reaches of the Eastern Pacific and both below and above the 
Equator. 

Mr. Zinckkr. Thank you. 

Mr. Kivuczynski. Any questions? 

Mr. Bonner. How would this bill improve your business? 

Mr. Loxrr. I am awfully happy you asked me that, Mr. Congress- 
man. I have had the privilege in the past several years of being 
assigned to duties for the Government. I went over to Japan on 
a three-man mission shortly after the war to study the fishery food 
potential of the home islands of Japan and report directly to General 
MacArthur. I later went to Japan as an adviser to the American 
delegation on the North Pacific Fisheries Conference where the 
fishery agreement or treaty was drawn up between Japan, Canada and 
the United States. 

Later I went to Quito, Ecuador, as an adviser to the State Depart- 
ment during the conference between Ecuador and the United States 
on the formulation of a commercial treaty. Later I went back just 
last year again as an adviser on the North Pacific Fisheries Conference, 
second annual meeting, held in Tokyo. 

In addition to that I have been to Japan seven times since I was 
separated from the Navy at the end of the war. I have been to 
South America probably 10 times and to Mexico and Central America 
about 5 or 6 times. Every place I go it seems to me I am striking 
fisheries at a higher level of consideration by their respective govern- 
ments than we have in the United States. By no means do I refer 
to the personnel. I think our personnel is outstanding. I refer to 
their governmental position from the standpoint of rank. 

When I went on the first North Pacific Fisheries Conference for 
discussion with Japan and Canada to Tokyo where the agreement was 
drawn up after many weeks of conference, I happened to travel over 
on the same plane with the Canadian group or the Canadian contin- 
gent, and their Minister of Fisheries, Mr. Mayhew, was with them. | 
am not certain whether you ever heard of the gentleman, but he is 
very high in Canadian Governme nt and presently their Ambassador 
to Japan. Canada had 2 or 3 others that certainly outranked the 
representatives we had. 

I think that it would be of mestimeable value for fisheries to take its 
proper place in world conferences by raising the rank of representatives 
from this country. I think it will get more respect and more con- 
sideration, and, besides that, the United States Government will be 
in a better prestige position in comparison with the other govern- 
ments. 


saci laa alls 








rr 


ase om A 


“6 pee Git thet 


: 
7 
. 
3 
t 





NATIONAL POLICY FOR COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 71 


Mr. Bonner. What was the rank of the representatives from our 
country? 

Mr. Loker. The representative from the United States from the 
State Department was Special Assistant to the Under Secretary, Mr. 
William Herrington, and from the Fish and Wildlife Service, for 
the last conference in Japan, was the Director of the Fish and Wild- 
life Service, Col. John Farley. The opposite number in Japan was 
Mr. Chiba, who was of Cabinet rank. 

I will say this and I am happy to have the opportunity and the 
privilege of making this statement. In all the missions that I have 
gone on for the United States I have been very, very proud of the 
people, the officials, the employees you might say of our Government 
who have represented us. And I do not think I could have done it 
as well. I think I would have felt a little resentful of the fact that all 
of the representatives from the other governments had a much higher 
rank than I and it thus would psychologically put me in a less ad- 
vantegeous position. It has not seemed to bother them. They have 
done a bangup job ever time I have been there. 

Mr. Bonner. In other words, the title of our representatives is not 
sufficiently high. 

Mr. Loxer. That is absolutely my opinion. 

Mr. Bonner. Nothing derogatory about their ability? 

Mr. Loxrer. None whatsoever. 

Mr. Bonner. We need to raise the man’s title that represents us 

Mr. Loker. That is my opinion, Mr. Bonner. 

Mr, Boner. All right. ‘ 

Mr. Kiuczynsxt. Thank you, Mr. Loker. 

Mr. Loxer. Thank you very much for your consideration, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Kuvuczynsxkr. The next witness will be one of the cosponsors 
of the series of bills, our very good friend, Bill Bates, from Massa- 
chusetts. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM H. BATES, A REPRESENTATIVE TO 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Bates. I am William Henry Bates. I am a Representative in 
Congress from the Sixth District of Massachusetts and representing 
the port of Gloucester, which is the largest port in the United States 
in reference to the catching of edible ground fish. 

Mr. Chairman, I am grateful to you for permitting me to testify 
today. There are many indications of problems in this industry. 
I think they are best reflected in the large number of bills which we 
presently have before us. The complexity and diversity of bills in- 
dicates the difficulty which the industry itself is having in solving this 
particular problem. There is a conflict between those who catch the 
fish and those who process the fish ashore. 

For instance, Mr. Chairman, when the Tariff Commission had 
passed its recommendations to the President I received a letter 
from a processor in Massachusetts. He hoped that 1 would intercede 
with the President to see that relief was not granted to the fishermen. 
About 3 weeks after that, after the President had denied relief, | 
introduced a bill which would give relief to the fish-stick industry. 
This gentleman to whom I refer produced fish sticks. 
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Now, in the first instance, when it was the question of imports, 
he wrote and said we have to consider our international relations. 
We cannot be selfish about this thing. On the second time, when it 
affected him as far as fish sticks are concerned, he wrote to me and 
said it is about time we started to think about the poor workingman 
in this country. Of course, then it affected his business. It is in this 
particular area that we see so much division of thought. 

In addition to that, there is no coordination presently among the 
various Government agencies and the very fact that this committee 
is meeting here today indicates the fishing industry has problems. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I would just like to show vou what has hap- 
pened in reference to ground fish fillet. You will note here from the 
charts back in 1940 the number of imports into this country were 
very small, 9 million pounds in the blue. The red represents domestic 
production. At that time we produced 91. All along here you see a 
high level of domestic production. Gradually, as time goes by, the 
imports increased. In 1953 the Tariff Commission recommended relief 
to this industry. 

The facts were predicated upon the information available the year 
previous, 1952, so it was at this particular time here that the Tariff 
Commission recommended relief to the fishing industry. 

Mr. Bonner. What year is that? 

Mr. Bares. 1953, but based upon the 1952 figures. 

Since that time, the imports have soared up to 137 million pounds 
and the domestic production has gone down to 105 million. So the 
lines have finally crossed, domestic production is smaller today than 
the imports from foreign countries. As a matter of fact, during the 
present year, Mr. Chairman, it is running about 6 percent higher, the 
imports are running about 6 percent higher than they did a year ago. 

We have various problems in Gloucester and I want to address 
myself primarily to Gloucester because I am more familiar with the 
problems there. 

Mr. Bonner. Before you leave that, why are the imports running 
higher? There must be some reason. 

Mr. Barus. Yes, sir; originally the tariff rate, back before World 
War II, was based upon 2 cents a pound when the imports went over 
15 million pounds or 15 percent of the domestic production, whichever 
was the greater. 

Under that it was 1% cents a pound. First, we have had inflation 
so the specific rate, does not amount to as much proportionately as 
it did in prewar days. In addition, they fillet the fish today and 
you get four times as much fish value as you did in those days. In 
other words, they cut the fish up, fillet it; and send it in. It is still 
only a pound of fish, 1% cents a pound duty, but the value of the 
fish because the head, tail, and bones are thrown out, is much more. 
‘Those are the two major reasons why this happened. 

There are many other advantages in Canada, some of which I want 
to enumerate here. Canada is much closer to the fishing grounds, 
and they can produce cheaper. Labor is cheaper up there. The 
Government subsidizes the industry. All these advantages mean 
Canada and Iceland can continue to bring fish in here to the detriment 
of the local industry which cannot compete with those particular 
factors. 

Mr. Bonner. I am only asking—vyou and | talked about this—I 
am only asking to try to develop what the problem is. 








: 
{ 


sa ite 


Mie Seb BeRas eer 3% 


Pi he Sines 


ins 


dct iath th alte 


~ sec ednipwadhinctapaaten 









ti 


t! 


3 
: 





NATIONAL POLICY FOR COMMERCIAL FISHERIES de 


Would the bill correct what you are now speaking of or would 
take tariff changes to correct it? 

Mr. Bares. This present bill would not correct the present problem. 

Mr. Bonner. What you are talking about now? 

Mr. Bates. No, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. That is why I wanted to see if I could not sift this 
thing out and get down to what is really the meat of the coconut, 

Mr. Bares. I am going to get to that. 

Another problem is the question of quality. We are trying to 
develop some freezing at sea or something like that so we can have 
quality which is as good as Canada. 

The turnaround time of the boats might be more extensive than 
it should be, though there was considerable debate on that problem. 
The ex-vessel price in Canada is lower than it is here in the United 
States. We attempted to do some advertising in this country, spent 
thousands of dollars to increase the per capita consumption of fish 
which is only 11 pounds per person, but who gets the advantage? 
The foreign countries. They do not spend money but if we increase 
the per capita consumption in this country they merely move in more 
of their imports. 

Hence, since the industry is not promising, it is difficult to get money 
invested. Nobody wants to invest their money when they do not 
think the possibility of receiving a fair profit is there. Insurance, 
particularly the P and I insurance, has gone up extensively because of 
the large number of accidents. It used to be $100. Some say it 
used to be $25 per man per vear. Now it is up to $500. 

The Department of the Interior under the law has the responsibility 
in this particular area. Still they have given us very little, if any, he ‘Ip. 

For instance, when we have import problems where do we go?) We 
go to the State Department, to the Tariff Commission, and we appear 
before the Committee on Reciprocity Information. We never get any 
assistance in my judgment from the Department of the Interior. If 
we want money for loans, where do we go? Small Business. Maritime. 
As a matter of fact, right at the moment there are 90 applications 
pending before Small Business Administration to try to help the fish- 
ing industry. No policy has ever been established as to whether or 
not loans of this nature should be provided. They are considering 
the matter at the moment. 

Now, as far as insurance is concerned, under the Supreme Court 
decision we come under the Jones Act which means that we must pay 
these high rates for insurance instead of coming under workmen’s 
compensation. Perhaps the union would not permit it, but neverthe- 
less it is a matter that presents a very serious problem to the people 
up there. 

We had problems locating fish. 1 got in touch with the Coast 
Guard to fly over the water to see if they could spot mackerel. 

As far as construction differentials are concerned, there is none for 
the fishboats at the present time. The Maritime Administration, 
through the Department of Commerce, sent a letter to this committee 
indicating there is no need for it at this time. In other words, like 
under the Jones Act where it hurts industry, where it is very expen- 
sive, we come under Maritime. But when we want to get construc- 
tion differentials then we do not come under it. 

During the last war our boats were commandeered by the Navy. 
In all of these matters which I have mentioned, in not one single 
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instance has the Department of the Interior been of any assistance 
to us. 

What can be done? First of all, I think that Congress should 
establish a firm policy as to what we should do. Secondly, I do believe 
we should have an effective and interested Government department 
with an Assistant Secretary who can steer the way for us and make 
studies of these matters and make appropriate recommendations to 
the Congress. But almost every bill that we submit in behalf of the 
fisheries industry is disapproved by one or the other branches of the 
executive branch of the Government. I believe that the Magnuson 
bill as revised on May 17 is a good bill. I think we have to walk 
before we can run. It will give us a friend in court at a high level 
where something can be done. They can study these matters and 
send appropriate recommendations to the Congress. 

I do not believe this bill is by any means a panacea, but it is a start, 
a beginning, and once we get an effective organization set up I think 
_ will lead the way for more constructive action in this particular 
ar 

That is all that I have to say, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Zincke. Mr. Bates, it is a fact, is it not, that the Maritime 
Administration under the Merchant Marine Act of 1936 does not 
supply subsidies for any domestic shipping, coastwise, fisheries, or 
otherwise? 

Mr. Bares. That is correct. 

Mr. Zinckr. So there is no discrimination against the fisheries in 
that respect? 

Mr. Barss. I agree, but we are not entirely domestic, either. We 
go into foreign waters, or international waters. The only difference 
between us and a liner is that we do not land at a foreign port. 

Mr. Zincke. That is the same situation with respect to coastwise 
shipping. They go outside the 3-mile limit as well as the fishing 
boats do. 

Mr. Batrs. Some do and some do not. 

Mr. Zincke. You mentioned the fact that the Canadian imports 
were of higher quality than the American fish. 

Mr. Barrs. They have a shorter time getting them back. 

Mr. Zincxr. To what degree do you ascribe the increase in imports 
to the higher quality of the product? 

Mr. Bares. I do not think there is that much difference. There 
is a difference, but not that significant. In other words, that has 
always pretty well been so. 

Mr. Dincett. I would like to ask my distinguished colleague a 
few questions. I want to say that I am entirely i in sympathy with 
the problems of the fish industry. I happen to be somewhat familiar 
with the problems because our Great Lakes fishermen have somewhat 
the same problem. 

I would like to approach it from this angle: I believe you mentioned 
that there were a number of causes for the present plight of the fishing 
industry, and if I might, I would like to synthesize my remarks in 
the simplest language possible. 

First, the foreign industry has low wages and costs, you stated, 
and the tariff presently is favorable to the imports of foreign fish 
and foreign fish products, and further I believe that you mentioned 
that there was a scarcity of fish. Am I correct on all the points? 
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Mr. Bares. I said nearby, out of Gloucester. 

Mr. Dincetu. Also, you mentioned in response to the Mr. Zincke’s 
question that the ¢ ‘anadian fish are better because of the shorter time 
between the catch and processing. 

You mentioned also the fact that fishermen presently have difficulty 
in obtaining loans and capital with which to operate. 

Is there anything else that is wrong with the industry today in addi- 
tion to those points? 

Mr. Bares. I mentioned others in addition to the ones that you 
just paraphrased. 

Mr. Dinceti. And the fact that other countries are producing 
more for export to capture dollars. 

Mr. Bares. That is another problem. 

Mr. Dinerti. Do you think this bill will actually and directly 
attack any of those problems? 

Mr. Bares. I indicated I did not think that it would directly, but 
[ believe you have to walk before you run. There is a tremendous 
diversity, a diversification of feeling, as to what should be done. I 
believe the first thing we ought to do is to open our shop to get into 
business, that we should have a Government agency that is really 
interested in solving these problems and be sufficiently staffed to do it. 

L hope what I have said has not indicated that the people who are 
down there in the Interior Department today are not good people. 
They are probably efficient people, but I do not believe they have 
sufficient rank, nor do I believe that they get into the matter thor- 
oughly enough. Perhaps they do not have «a sufficient staff, but any- 
wav today they are not doing the job. 

Mr. Dincetu. Would it appear to you that it would be better to 
work within the framework of the existing Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Mr. Bates. The bill that I am suggesting we support is the Mag- 
nuson bill, which develops a division within the Department of the 
Interior and will give us an Assistant Secretary. 

Mr. Dinceuu. And which takes away commercial fisheries from the 
Fish and Wildlife Service, and by so doing destroys the Service to all 
intents and purposes. 

Mr. Bares. All I want to do is to get set up in business; to have 
qualified people in sufficient numbers to get into these various prob- 
lems so something can be done. 

Mr. DinGetu. Would it not appear that could be accomplished by 
enlarging the Fish and Wildlife Service and perhaps putting an Under 
Secretary of the Interior in charge of conservation, something like 
that? 

Mr. Bares. I want to have someone of stature in that Department 
who can dedicate himself to these problems, and the more divorced 
he is from anything else the happier I would be. 

Mr. DinGetu. May I ask you this: You mentioned they have the 
problem of getting loans. I am familiar generally with the problem 
of getting loans. Would it not appear to you better to work within 
the existing framework of the Small Business Administration and 
have the laws concerning them liberalized so that they would have 
more money to lend to small business—not only to your fishermen, 
but all small business? 

Mr. Bares. I do not think the problem is a question of sufficient 
funds. I think it is a question of policy. That is predicated upon a 
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knowledge of the industry. I think someone in the Government who 
is sufficiently experienced in these fields could smooth the way and 
expedite a lot of these things. 

My suggestion is somebody working with the Department of the 
Interior in the Division of Fisheries having that information could go 
to whatever agency might actually h: andle the money and expedite 
it, but as it stands right now they are sending people all over my 
area to try to find out what the facts are. If we had a Division of 
Fisheries we would know what the facts are because they are self- 
evident to the people who work with them constantly. 

Mr. Dinceuu. | had a man from the Fisheries Institute in my office 
earlier and he talked about the whole series of bills and said as a whole 
his institute was taking no position on this bill because he had people 
in the institute who were for it and people who were against it, 

Mr. Bares. I told you about the experience I had of a fellow who 
wanted to take care of international relations when it would help him 
and take care of the poor workingman when that would help him. 

Mr. Dinaeii. We have here an unfavorable report from each one 
of the departments of Government that has been consulted. There 
is one signed by Walter Williams, who writes on behalf of the Secretary 
of Commerce. There is one signed by Mr. Robert Hill, Assistant 
Secretary for the Acting Secretary of State. The Department of the 
Interior submits an unfavorable report. The Department of Agri- 
culture submits an unfavorable report, as well as the Executive Office 
of the President of the United States. 

Kach and every one of the departments of Government that has 
surveyed the bill submits to us an unfavorable report. 

Mr. Bates. Have they in fact studied and reported on the particular 
bill that I am discussing, the one reported by Senator Magnuson on 
Mav 17? 

Mr. Dinceii. We have to assume they did. 

Mr. Bares. I think they are quite a bit different. That is the one 
that I am addressing myself to today. 

Mr. Dince.u. Let me ask you this: If we were to do the things 
which you want done, for example, to liberalize small business so that 
your people can get the capital that they need to work with, we would 
offer them a Federal subsidy on construction. If they were to be 
offered an improved tariff structure which would help them compete, 
and if they were to be offered the services of an improved and enlarged 
Fish and Wildlife Service, would that not satisfy your people? 

Mr. Bares. I would think that would certainly go a long way to 
solving their problems. I do not know how these things would be 
done. 

Mr. Dineceii. Do you not feel that would be a better thing by 
which to attack the problem directly, since those are the problems 
that you mentioned to us, rather than to more or less go around 
Robin Hood’s barn? 

Mr. Bares. I think no. As I indicated originally, there is a wide 
difference of opinion in the Congress itself as to what should be done. 

The second point I would like to make is that industry itself is 
divided. The third thing that I would like to point out is I do not 
know the answers to the problems and I would like to get some 
experienced people in Government who could study them and make 
the recommendations and, based upon the experience which these men 
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have and the recommendations which they offer to the Congress, | 
think we will be in a much better position to determine what is the 
best thing to do. 

I do not know the answers to all of them. I do not know anyone 
else who does. 

Mr. Dincexi. Do you think in that state of ignorance it would be 
wise for us to take a wild leap in the dark in the direction we seem to 
be jumping here? 

Mr. Bares. | think if we followed your suggestion and started 
to legislate on these very complex matters, it would be going a long 
way further than I would want to go at this time. I think the first 
thing to do is to set up our shop, get into business and get experienced 
pe ople down there in sufficient numbers to thoroughly evaluate 
all these complicated problems. I think that we should have an 
Assistant Secretary who is sufficiently high enough in Government 
that he will have some influence, and then I think based on that 
agency and their recommendations the course we chart at that time 
would be more effective and more sound than trying to legislate at 
this time on a lot of problems that we do not know the answers to. 

Mr. Dince.u. | do not subscribe to this view, but we will meet in 
the course of the debate on this bill. How do you answer the critics 
who say that this would be an unwarranted extension of an already 
overly large Federal Government? 

Mr. Bares. I do not think it is in this particular respect. That is 
the very reason we are here. The very confusion we have is an 
indication the matter has not been handled properly. The effect 
of the charts that I showed you indicates a lack of interest on the part 
of the Government agencies so far as the fish industry is concerned 
down through a period of many years. These problems are difficult, 

Mr. Dince.ui. Let me ask you one more question. 

Are you familiar with the history of the commercial fisheries 
department and what was the predecessor of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service in a single agency which handled both the sports aspects 
and the commercial aspects of fish? 

Mr. Bates. Yes. 

Mr. Dincetu. Are you familiar with the fact that one of the reasons 
that was done was that we had completely disregarded the sporting 
aspect of fish and fishery conditions and it was an attempt to get a 
unified management of the whole program so that we could manage 
our fisheries problems to give us a program which would be concerned 
not only with the sporting aspect but with the marketing and com- 
mercial aspects? Are you familiar with that? 

Mr. Bares. I know that that was the situation. I would probably 
have to read Harold Ickes’ diary to try to find out why it was trans- 
ferred. I would not make an issue of that point. I do not care 
whether it has jurisdiction over sports fishermen or not. I only appear 
here in the interest of the commercial fisheries. If they can live to- 
gether, fine. If in the wisdom of this committee that is the proper 
thing to do, I will go along with it, but I am interested today in the 
commercial aspects : of this bill and it is there that I think attention 
is really needed. 

Mr. Dincewu. Does it not appear to you this would be a direct 
march away from the efforts to manage the fisheries of the country as 
a whole by separating them into, if you will, a kind of dual situation 
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where you will have the commercial fishermen here and the sports 
fishermen there? 

Mr. Bares. I would take it either way. 

Mr. Dincetu. | want to compliment you. You have made a very 
powerful case. 

Mr. Bares. Thank you. 

Mr. Bonner. In other words, vour whole desire is to strengthen the 
Fish and Wildlife Service and place it on a higher basis? 

Mr. Bares. Yes; so they can come up with recommendations and 
do so instead of the Congress coming up all the time with a lot of 
bills which they always disapprove. 

Mr. Kuivezynsxt. I understand that you would be willing to table 
your own bill in favor of the Magnuson bill. 

Mr. Barns. | have no pride of authorship. I only want results. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxr. I want to thank you for the splendid way that 
vou have conducted yourself. 

Mr. Bares. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Bonner. I think the gentleman conducts himself well all the 
time. 

Mr. Kiuczynskt. We will now hear from Congressman Utt, author 
of H. R. 8288. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES B. UTT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Urr. My name is James B. Utt, from the 28th California Dis- 
trict, which is the county of Orange and a portion of the county of San 
Diego and a portion of the city of San Diego. I appreciate the op- 
portunity of appearing before the committee to give a brief statement. 

Mr. Chairman, the most valuable single fishery of the United States 
operates out of my neighboring district of San Diego. In a normal 
year these tuna fishermen bring in between $35 and $40 million worth 
of new wealth from the sea. This is one of the large elements in the 
economy of San Diego, and it is important to the economy of my dis- 
trict also because as this new wealth percolates through the economy 
of southern California it affects in a beneficial way several branches of 
business in my district. 

For several years I have watched with concern the struggles these 
tuna fishermen have gone through in saving their industry from the 
effects of increasing imports of tuna. As far as I can see, they have 
done about everything within their power to increase efficiency, lower 
costs of operation, and drop their price to meet this competition which 
has been loaded on them by the free-trade policy of their Government. 

This year they turned to their Government for some assistance; 
they asked that the Congress state a policy to the effect that the 
commercial fisheries were useful to the Nation; that the Federal 
Fisheries agency be raised to the policy level of Government so that 
it would be in a position to implement such a policy; and that the newly 
elevated fishery agency be equipped with adequate functions to enable 
it to implement such a policy. 

Congressman Wilson drew up and introduced a bill which would 
accomplish these objectives early in the session. 1 was only too happy 
to show my support of these objectives by introducing a companion 
bill (H. R. 8288) which is now before the committee. 
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In the past 4 months these bills have had the most intense scrutiny 
from the fishing industry all over the country and have been drafted 
and redrafted and provided with substantial perfecting amendments. 
Extensive hearings have been held on the Senate side which have been 
followed up by numerous conferences with the industry and the ex- 
ecutive branch of the Government. The end result of all of this 
work has been S. 3275, sponsored by 35 Senators from both sides of 
the aisle, which was reported out unanimously by the Senate Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce last Thursday and 
introduced in the House as H. R. 11309 by Mr. Magnuson of this 
committee. 

This perfected legislation will very well accomplish the objectives 
which I sought to attain in my bill. I am reliably informed that it 
has the support not only of our southern California fishing industry, 
but all other branches of the fishing industry of the Nation. I am 

very much in hopes that the committee will be able to report this bill 
out favorably at an early date so that it can be acted on by the House 
this session. 

The bill essentially does these things: 

It enunciates a clear policy from the Congress on behalf of the 
fisheries. 

2. It divides the fishery function from the wildlife function (in 
accordance with the recommendation of the Hoover Commission) 
and establishes within the Department of the Interior a Division of 
Fisheries and a Division of Wildlife. 

3. It creates a new Assistant Secretarv for Fisheries within the 
Department of the Interior. 

4. It creates a five-man United States Fisheries Commission in the 
Department of the Interior. 

5. It makes the Assistant Secretary of Fisheries the Chairman of 
the United States Fisheries Commission. 

6. It defines the Division of Fisheries as the administrative body 
for fisheries in the Government and the United States Fisheries Com- 
mission as the policymaking body for fisheries in the Government, and 
defines the relations between the two in what seems to me to be a quite 
effective manner. This organizational picture is in fact quite similar 
to that under which the Maritime Board and the Civil Aviation Board 
are successfully functioning. 

7. It describes and assigns the functions, duties, and responsibilities 
of the Fisheries Division and the Fisheries Commission. 

For my own part I would have liked to see the legislation go some- 
what further in providing credit relief and relief from imports to our 
fishermen. But this bill does instruct the Fisheries Commission to 
examine into these matters and recommend legislation on them as it 
finds to be needed. ‘Tbis, in my view, is a big step ahead. 

What this bill does, in simple terms, is give our fisherman a home 
port to turn to in the executive branch of the Government when they 
are in trouble, as they are now, from which the Government might 
be able to help them. I think it is high time that this home port is 
provided to our fishermen and I hope the committee will find it pos- 
sible to report this legislation favorably. 

That concludes my written statement. 

I simply want to add that the presentation given by Dr. Chapman 
and Mr. Loker and Congressman Bates is along the lines that | 
certainly recommend. 
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I have no objection, of course, to my bill being tabled because after 
introduction I found out there were several differences of opinion 
between the processors and the fishermen themselves and apparently 
they have not gotten together and provided an instrument whereby 
the fish industry can be helped. 

It certainly elevates the stature of our fisheries industry to a level 
which will aid in international relationships, and also will give our 
fishermen some of the answers they need. 

I realize that this committee is not a tariff-setting committee, or 
a quota-setting committee, or a financing committee, but at least it 
is the committee that can provide the vehicle by which we can chart 
our course for the future. 

I would like to ask that I be permitted to file a statement of Con- 
gressman Bob Wilson from San Diego, who is on a small primary 
tour out there in California at the present time. 

Mr. Kiuczynski. Without objection it will be incorporated im the 
record at this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STAT Es, 
HousrE or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 21, 1956. 
Hon. HerrerRtT C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee, 
House of Re presentatives. 


Mr. CHAIRMAN AND GENTLEMEN: It is in connection with measures pending 
before your committee, which measures would establish a comprehensive national 
policy with respect to the fishing industry of the United States, that this statement 
is submitted. 

Economie conditions of the commercial fishing industry of the United States 
are at this time dire and difficult. The tuna-fishing industry which constitutes 
a substantial segment of the commercial-fishing industry of the Nation is largely 
centered in the areas of San Diego and San Pedro, Calif. The tuna industry is in 
a particularly serious economic position due to a number of factors, the most 
important of which is the ever-continuing increase in imports of foreign-produced 
tuna. Since the end of World War II the value as well as the volume of imported 
tuna, principally from Japan, has increased annually. 

The industry itseif has taken and continues to take every step within its capacity 
to solve this problem. It has expended substantial sums and continues to expend 
in market development and other promotional activities. As an industry it 
contributes to the support of research projects, designed to reduce per unit pro- 
duction cost of domestically produced tuna. Last fall in order to meet the 
competition of Japanese-imported tuna, it reduced its price by approximately 

5 percent. Very recently the processing segment of the industry has dropped 
vy $2 per case the price on canned tuna. 

You have or will, in the course of this hearing, perceive what I feel sure will 
be adequate statistical data to establish the serious economic plight of the domes- 
tic tuna industry. 

Since being a Member of Congress I have been vitally and deeply concerned 
about the general pattern of economic deterioration within this industry. I 
have at every opportunity taken steps to ameliorate this economic deterioration. 
Last spring an ad hoe committee, appointed by the Governor of the State of 
California, came to Washington to discuss with the executive branch of the 
Government, principally, the serious nature of the situation and to request such 
assistance as might be possible. 

Discussions by this ad hoc committee were carried on with six departments 
of the executive branch. These were: Department of the Interior, Department 
of Commerce, Department of Labor, Department of Defense, Department of 
State, and the Treasury Department. It became necessary for someone in the 
executive branch to coordinate the positions of each of these Departments as 
they relate to the tuna industry. The Executive Office did this coordinating. 

Growing out of this series of meetings with six of the departments of the 
executive branch was the realization on my part, as well as the part of many 
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others, that there was a woeful lack of authority at top levels in the executive 
branch to cope with this problem. The Fish and Wildlife Service has done a 
commendable job with limited authority under which they operate. This author- 
ity, however, is not commensurate either with the size of the commercial-fishing 
industry of the United States or the gravity of the serious economic plight of 
the commercial-fishing industry. 

It seers to me, that until adequate authority reposes with a top level agency 
of the executive branch, there will continue to be a genuinely unsatisfactory rela- 
tionship between the executive branch and the commercial-fishing industry. 

It is the object of the legislation, which you presently have under consideration, 
to vest in an individual or a commission the authority to execute the policy of the 
Congress toward commercial fisheries, as outlined in the legislation. Although 
I was the original author of H. R. 8001, and have ‘since that time introduced 
another measure, and today intend to introduce still another measure, I hasten 
to advise vou gentlemen that it is of no material concern to me whether this 
authority and responsibility is vested in an independent commission, an Assistant 
or Under Secretary of Commerce or an Assistant Secretary of the Interior. If 
in your judgment sound governmental procedures would indicate this authority 
should be vested in any one of the aforementioned groups or some other group, 
you may be assured that I am most congenial. It is my sole desire with respect 
to this legislation that adequate authority may attach to someone or some group 
so that someone or some group will have under continuous observation and study 
the many factors which contribute to the success or the failure of the 
industry. 

I respectfully suggest that the vesting of such authority is long past due 
I therefore urge that immediate legislative steps be taken, which steps I 
will tend to reverse the deteriorating condition of the fishing industry. 

Mr. Kuvezynsktr. I understand that you would be willing to table 
your bill in favor of the Magnuson bill; is that right? 

Mr. Urr. Yes. I am trying to get what the fishermen and the 
processors will agree on, and I believe that they will agree on H. R. 
11309. 

Mr. Dincetxi. This thought occurs to me: Our automobile pro- 
ducers and workers back home are in a pretty bad way due to a 
number of causes which in some ways parallel some of the problems 
that the people in the fisheries industry are having. I wonder if we 
should not establish for their protection an officer in the Department 
of Commerce, or in the Interior Department, who would be a policy- 
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making officer who would be charged with the promotion and sale of 
automobiles and the raising of tariffs. 

Mr. Urr. Is that a question? 

Mr. Drnce.u. Yes. 

Mr. Urr. It is one I cannot answer. 

Mr. Dineeuy. I share your concern for your fishermen, but I 
wonder ate we should do for our automobile industry. 

Mr. Urr. I do not think the two are analogous. Sixty percent of 
the automobiles are not being imported into this country, and that 
is what is happening to our industry. 

Mr. Dincett. The percentage is rising and we may face the situa- 
tion that vour people are facing, plus the fact that there is a high rate 
of unemployment in our area. I just wonder if it would not be a 
good thing for us to establish such a secretary for my people who 
make automobiles. 

Mr. Urr. I again say that I think that it would be within your 
province to present such legislation. I surely could not comment on it. 

Mr. Bonner. Mr. Utt, your main desire is to increase the stature of 
the egeney handling fisheries and fishery products? 

Mr. Urr. To increase the stature of our fisheries industry, and 
outline a fisheries policy which has never been outlined before this 
bill was presented. 
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Mr. Bonner. Do you agree that could be accomplished by having 
an Assistant Secretary, or an Under Secretary directly in charge of 
fisheries and wildlife, and no other functions or duties? 

Mr. Urr. I believe so. 

Mr. Bonner. Then if we followed the policy of this bill, H. R. 
11309, you would separate the commercial fisheries from the other 
functions of the Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Mr. Urr. I believe they should be separated. One is a broad com- 
mercial industry. 

Mr. Bonner. Then you would have two different enforcement 
bodies where there is now one enforcement body. 

Mr. Urr. We would, but I do not believe they would necessarily 
be overlapping in very much of the area. 

Mr. Bonner. I do not know whether they would be overlapping or 
not, but there would be two in the future where there is one now. 

Mr. Urr. That is correct. 

Mr. Bonner. And the one now functions in all matters under the 
jurisdiction of the Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Mr. Urr. Yes. 

Mr. Bonner. So that there would be a higher cost in the field 
supervision, would there not? 

Mr. Urr. It might increase the cost to some extent, but an industry 
running into the hundreds of millions of dollars is certainly entitled 
to that expenditure, I believe. 

Mr. Bonner. You do not think then that strengthening the present 
Division of Fisheries would meet the situation? 

Mr. Urr. No. I would rather see another division for the com- 
mercial fisheries who would not be in conflict with the sport fisher- 
men and who had assigned to them one chore and only that chore to do. 

Mr. Bonner. You disagree with the witnesses that have preceded 
you with respect to the strengthening of the present Fish and Wild- 
life Service? 

Mr. Urr. It would be my belief, as close as I am to the commercial 
fishermen in my area, that we should have a separate division. | 
would not find fault if they would strengthen the one and make it 
into two divisions, A and B, within the Fish and Wildlife Division. 

Mr. Bonner. Would this new creation have supervision over the 
commercial fisheries in interior waters? 

Mr. Urr. I assume that it would. 

Mr. Bonner. So it would overlap throughout the country? 

Mr. Urr. To that extent there would be an overlapping. 

Mr. DinGe.i. I want to compliment my colleague for a very splen- 
did presentation. I hope you will excuse my apparent levity when so 
important a problem is being discussed. 

It would appear that the main function and purpose of this new 
organization which would be set up to handle the fisheries problems 
would be to encourage the maximum marketing of fish caught; is 
that not so? 

Mr. Urr. That, and to make a more forceful recommendation to the 
Tariff Commission, or the Ways and Means Committee, or the 
executive department when there was a heavy import that was hurting 
the industry. 

Mr. Dincexxi. And to that extent it would duplicate what is 
presently being done by the Tariff Commission? 


vec Vali 


— eet et 





NATIONAL POLICY FOR COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 83 


Mr. Urr. It would not duplicate it. It would support it. It 
might help to furnish data and make recommendations to the Tariff 
Commission that might be of a little bit more weight than when the 
fishing industry itself, or one segment of the fishing industry, appears 
before the Tariff Commission, or the Committee on Reciprocity Infor- 
mation. 

Mr. Dinceut. Returning to the idea that it would be to encourage 
the maximum marketing of fish caught within the country—and of 
course it would be to encourage the maximum catch of fish for sale 
within this country, is that not a fact? 

Mr. Urr. Yes. 

Mr. Dineeuu. That being a fact, it would mean to that extent at 
least that the conservation of fisheries and the sporting aspect of 
fishing, which of course is a very large industry within the country 
also, would suffer by that amount? 

Mr. Urr. Not if it were under proper control. I do not believe 
that it would. 

Mr. Dince.u. It would have the effect of really eliminating the 
conservation aspect and it would turn this group into a marketing 
organization which is completely different from the function of the 
Fish and Wildlife Service now. 

Mr. Urr. I am not sure that it would do that. My experience lies 
in the tuna and albacore field where there is no conflict between the 
sport fishermen who catch tuna, or the albacore, and the commercial 
fishermen. They have a run and they catch whatever they can as 
they go by, and we have no way of propagating them, or adding to 
the catch. They come from somewhere and they go somewhere. 

Mr. DinGewu. Let us analyze a kindred situation. It would have 
the effect of taking away the protection aspect that is exercised by 
the Fish and Wildlife Service today over our stripers, which are a 
migratory fish, and it would have the same effect with regard to the 
salmon which swim into some of our rivers on the coast, and it would 
turn them over literally to the commercial interests and it would take 
away the protection that the Fish and Wildlife Service now exercises. 

Mr. Urr. I do not believe that the propagation and conservation 
of the salmon industry should be disturbed. 1 do not know whether 
it would do it or not. lam not able to say whether it would or would 
not. 

Mr. DinGE.u. It would have the further effect also of taking away 
much of the authority and prestige which the Fish and Wildlife 
Service now has as a conservation agency and the authority which it 
has within the Government would be taken away and would be 
transferred to a new marketing authority; is that not a fact? 

Mr. Urr. I do not consider this solely a marketing commission at 
all. It is a vehicle to aid them in every area of the industry. 

Mr. Dinceuu. Especially, so far as increasing their catch is con- 
cerned and increasing the marketing conditions. 

Mr. Urr. And protecting themselves against imports. 

Mr. Dineeuu. I want to compliment you, sir. I do not think that 
your views and mine entirely overlap on the subject, but I think that 
you have made a persuasive argument. 

Mr. Kuvuczynskr. I want to compliment you, Mr. Utt, on the 
splendid way that vou have explained the bill. 
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Mr. Bonner. | want you to give me some advice because I have 
4 similar problem With respect to the Tariff Commission. 

There is an agricultural product that fo; some years has been in 
short supply. It might seem Strange, but it js true. There have 
been repeated appeals made to the Tariff Commission to raise the 
tariff on this Product and let more of the People produce it here. So 
far we have not been successful and there are importations from 
foreign countries. J am talking about peanuts. We imported hun- 
dreds of thousands of tons last vear. Does the Agricultural] Depart- 
ment need the same treatment? 

ir. Urr. | really do not know. I did not know that they could 
import peanuts when they were under a support price. 

Mr. Bonngr. They have been importing them. 

ir. Urr. I have very definite views—_~ 

Mr. Bonner. There is a Proclamation that Permits the importation 
of peanuts. 

Mr. Urr. ] have some Very definite views Which I do not think 
belong in this committee on the recommendation of the Tariff Com- 
Mission. 

Mr. Bonner. With respect to increasing the protection on fish 
products, I offer that comparison. Would it work? [am thoroughly 
In accord with higher representation on these international conferences, 
But I just cannot get it in my mind how we can set more fish and do 
this and that and the other with a new agency if we could increase the 
present agency to the proper status. 

Mr. Urr. | would not find fault with it. 

Mr. Bonner. That is just What I asked You and you said that you 
disagreed. [ am interested in this subject as well as you and others 
because I come from a coastal State. 

Mr. Urr. Yes. 

Mr. Bonner. But I am just trving to see if we can find a proper 
solution at the MOst economical cost to the taxpayers, I do not like 
to see the Government continuing to expand and creating new agen- 
cles. I would like to see if we could consolidate or improve the 
agencies we have. 

The questions that I am asking are not in a critical spirit at all. | 
think that is the only way we can work this thing out—ask each other 
these questions and develop the subject, 

lr. Ure. Perhaps I am reversing myself when I talk about creating 
“Hew agency because | came here with the idea of eliminating a lot of 
agencies, just like a lot of us did, 

Mr. Bonner. That is the reason T am asking YOu some of these 
questions. | remember a Statement that vou made along those 
ines, 

Mr.Urr, | have had such bitter experiences with the handling of the 
fish industry in southern California that I am just grasping for some 
Straw. If the committee ean develop a Strengthening of the Fish 
and Wildlife Service and see to it that it has someone of sufficient 
Stature jn charge of it and will dedicate himself to the commercial 
fishing industry, | certainly have no objection. 

Mr. Bonner. What were the bitter experiences in southern Cali- 
fornia? 

Mr. Urr. Well, the terrific amount of imports of frozen tuna which 
have gone up into the thousands of Percent, based of course on our 
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agreement with Iceland who import no tuna to the United States that 
they could import tuna free. Then the other countries jumped onto 
that under the most-favored-nation clause and they began shipping 
it in until just recently. That is what hurt us last year. 

Mr. Bonner. Is that a question of international policy, or is it a 
question ? the Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Mr. Urr. That probably is more or less a question of international 
policy. “s am still looking for an advocate for industry with sufficient 
stature to bring attention to it. 

Mr. Dinceuu. Our colleague who just preceded you testified that 
there were a number of problems which the fishing industry faces. 
I briefly synthesized them. There were the higher wages and costs 
in this country. He mentioned unfavorable tariff structures which 
make it difficult for our own people to compete within our own country 
with some of we foreign producers. In the case of the tuna people 
there are the J Japanese ; in the case of some of the east coast people 
there are the Norwegians, the British, the Scots, and so forth. 

He also testified to the difficulty in securing risk capital and the 
difficulty of inducing these people to go into the field and the fact 
that other countries offer subsidies to their fisheries. 

Also, there is today in some areas of the country—and I do not 
know whether it affects your people or not—a substantial scarcity of 
fish near shore and perhaps our people have to go further distances to 
catch fish and as a result our fish suffer somewhat between the time of 
catching and the time of processing. 

Does this bill directly attack, to your knowledge, or the Magnuson 
bill, the problem that so vitally affects your pe ople? 

Mr. Urr. I would say that they do not. [ again say I think they 
provide the vehicle by which we may resolve some of these problems 
through the other departments, or through the various committees of 
the Congress. 

Mr. Dinceti. Do we actually know that the program that is set 
forth in these bills would be beneficial to the industry? Is there any 
way of — ‘ing sure that it would directly affect those problems? 

Mr. Urr. The very fact it has the general support of both fishermen 
and processors on both coasts would indicate that it apparently would 
result in some benefits. 

Mr. Dincetu. Could we not say that the best inference that we 
could draw from that would be that the fishermen and the processors 
are desperate and that they hope these bills will benefit them? Would 
not that be a fair statement of the problem? 

Mr. Urr. They have a very profound belief that they will. 

Mr. Dinceti. Again I want to say that I compliment vou. | hope 
you will not take unkindly anything that we have said this morning 

Mr. Urr. Not at all. I confess that I am not an expert in this 
field. Dr. Chapman is an expert. If you get him back I think that 
he can answer the questions a lot better than I. 

Mr. Kuvczynski. We expected Congressman Magnuson here this 
morning, but he is marking up a bill for the Appropriations Committee. 

Is there anyone here who has to get out of town? 

(No response.) 

I see that we have the assistant attorney general of the State of 
Florida with us, Mary Schulman. 

Mrs. ScuutmMan. I would prefer to speak tomorrow 
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Mr. Kivuczynsxt. We will hear from you tomorrow. 
Our next witness will be Mr. Ben H. Thibodeaux. 


STATEMENT OF BEN H. THIBODEAUX, OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL 
TRADE AND RESOURCES, ACCOMPANIED BY WARREN F. LOONEY, 
DEPUTY SPECIAL ASSISTANT FOR FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE 
TO THE UNDER SECRETARY OF STATE, DEPARTMENT OF STATE 


Mr. TursopEaux. My name is Ben H. Thibodeaux. I am Director 
of the Office of International Trade and Resources, Department of 
State. I have also with me Mr. Warren F. Looney, Deputy Special 
Assistant to the Under Secretary of State, who is concerned with 
affairs relating to fish and wildlife. 

The two units represented by Mr. Looney and me earry on the 
responsibilities of the Department of State in matters relating to 
tisheries. These responsibilities of the Department of State are 
primarily in the field of international trade, international conservation 
and protection of the fishing rights of Americans on the high seas. 

The Office of International Trade and Resources, which I represent 
here, is responsible, among other things for work relating to the 
President’s foreigr trade program, trade agreements, expanding 
foreign markets for our exports and trade matters generally as they 
affect our economic, political, and defense relations with other coun- 
tries. 

These activities of the Office of International Trade and Resources 
in the trade field are performed in coordination with other departments 
and agencies of the Government that are concerned. 

The Office of International Trade and Resources does not have a 
staff of fisheries specialists. In the work we do in coordination with 
other agencies in trade matters we rely upon the Department of the 
Interior, the Department of Commerce and the Tariff Commission 
for technical information and advice on fishery problems as they 
relate to international trade. 

Then, too, since fishery trade problems cannot be disassociated from 
fishery problems having to do with international arrangements, we 
work very closely, of course, in the trade field with Mr. Looney’s 
other unit of the State Department. 

The Office of Special Assistant for Fisheries and Wildlife repre- 
sented here by Mr. Looney is, as I indicated awhile ago, under the 
Under Secretary of State and reports directly to the Under Secretary. 
This Office handles matters relating to the negotiation of international 
fishery conservation agreements and, as I indicated awhile ago, the 
protection of American fishing rights on the high seas. 

Mr. Chairman, I have tried to delineate very briefly the responsibil- 
ities of the Department of State in fisheries, and the subdivision 
within that Department as between the two offices represented by 
Mr. Looney and me. 

If you wish, we will be glad to endeavor to answer any questions 
that you and members of the committee may have. 

I may say that on three bills that have been submitted to the de- 
partment for its views we have already transmitted our views to 
Mr. Bonner on H. R. 8001, on H. R. 9552, and on H. R. 10813. We 
have not submitted our views on H. R. 11309. So far as the State De- 
partment’s responsibilities are concerned, the provisions of H. R. 11309 
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are quite similar to the provisions in H. R. 10813, which we have 
already commented on, so I can refer, Mr. Chairman, to our report 
on H. R. 10813 as representing in effect the views of the Department 
of State on those provisions of Mr. Magnuson’s bill as they affect 
its functions in the international field as related to fisheries. 

Mr. Zincke. Basically, your viewpoint, Mr. Thibodeaux, is that 
the Department of State is concerned to a much greater degree with 
our relations with other countries than it is with the welfare of our own 
people in the fisheries industry? 

Mr. TurBopEAux. No, sir, our interest is very much in the welfare 
of our own people. Our function in conducting foreign relations is to 
safeguard the interests of our own people. 

Mr. Zincke. But to the extent it is necessary to sacrifice a particular 
industry in the United States, you are prepared to do it? 

Mr. TurspopEaux. No, sir. For that I think the best reply I could 
give, sir—insofar as the trade field is concerned—is a letter from the 
President to Speaker Martin in which he said that no industry should 
be injured as a consequence of our trade agreements program. I can 
give you the specific citation. 

Mr. Bonner. What did he say in the letter? 

Mr. Turnopraux. That no industry would be injured as a conse- 
quence of our trade-agreements program. I am sorry that I do not 
have the letter in front of me. 1 would be glad to give you an exact 
citation and a copy of the letter. I may not have used precisely the 
right words. 

(The letter referred to was submitted later and reads as follows:) 


THE Wuire Howse, 
Wash ington, February 17, 1955 
The Honorable Joe Martin, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Drar Jor: I was concerned to learn from you that there are Members of the 
Congress who are not wholly familiar with my philosophy respecting H. R. 1 and 
with my concept of the administration of this program. I send you this letter 
to eliminate any misunderstanding that may exist. 

This point I should like especially to emphasize. Few programs will contribute 
more fundamentaliy to the long-term security of our country than the foreign 
economic program submitted to the Congress on January 10. This program, 
built around H. R. 1, will powerfully reinforce the military and economic strength 
of our own country and is of the greatest importance to the well-being of the free 
world. The program underlies much of our military effort abroad and promises 
our people ultimate relief from burdensome foreign-assistance programs now 
essential to free-world security. It recognizes the creditor status of America in 
the world and assures leadership of our people in the easing of unjustifiable trade 
barriers which today weaken all who are joined in opposition to the advance of 
communism. These considerations underlie my earnest advocacy of H. R. 1. 
I deeply believe that the national interest calls for enactment of this measure. 

I wish also to comment on the administration of this legislation if it is enacted 
into law. Obviously, it would ill serve our Nation’s interest to undermine 
American industry or to take steps which would lower the high wages received 
by our working men and women. Repeatedly I have emphasized that our own 
country’s economie strength is a pillar of freedom everywhere in the world, 
This program, therefore, musi be, and will be, administered to the benefit of the 
Nation’s economic strength and not to its detriment. No American industry 
will be placed in jeopardy by the administration of this measure. Were we to do 
so, we would undermine the ideal for which we have made so many sacrifices and 
are doing so much throughout the world to preserve. This plain truth had 
dictated the retention of existing peril-point and escape-clause safeguards in 
ihe legislation. 

I want to say further that this same philosophy of administration will govern 
our actions in the trade negotiations which are to begin next week at Geneva. 
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You are aware, of course, that by law this program will be gradual in appli- 
cation. A key provision of the bill limits to 5 percent of existing tariff rates the 
annual reduction in these rates permissible over a 3-vear period, and unused 
authority will not carry forward from year to year. You know, too, that this 
program will be selective in application, for across-the-board revisions of tariff 
ee s would poorly serve our Nation’s interests. The differing circumstances of 
each industry must be, and will be, carefully considered. The program, moreover, 
provides for reciprocity, and in the program’s administration the principle of true 
reciprocity will be faithfully applied. Americans cannot alone solve all world 
trade difficulties; the cooperation of our friends abroad is essential. With such 
cooperation, this program provides the means for doing our part to help emanci- 
pate free-world commerce from the shackles now holding back its full development. 

For the reasons I have here outlined, I hope that H. R. 1, which is so important 
to every American citizen and to the free world, will receive the wholehearted 
support of the Congress. 

Sincerely, 
DwiGcHr D. EIsENHOWER. 

Mr. Zincke. The testimony of the industry so far offered here indi- 
cates that it has been injured to a degree by the trade program. 
Now that is the fact of thé situation. Do you say that they are mis- 
stating the case? 

Mr. TursopEaux. I am not saying that they are misstating the 
case, sir. I will say we do not know in the State Departme nt. There 
is set up in the trade-agreements legislation in section 7 of the Trade 
Agreements Act of 1951, as amended, the so-called escape clause pro- 
cedure whereby any industry that feels that it is being injured by 
imports has recourse to the Tariff Commission. The Tariff Commis- 
sion, as you know, on the basis of such a request for an investigation, 
conducts public hearings, conducts studies, draws upon the agencies 
of the Government for information and finally makes up a report with 
its recommendations to the President. 

We do not in the State Department profess to be able to pass on 
the question as to whether or not imports are bringing about injury 
to any particular industry. The procedure is established in law 
whereby that industry’s s injury is determined, if there be injury. 

Mr. Zrncke. In negotiating these treaties, do you consult any of 
the representatives of the various industries that will be affected by 
the trade agreements? 

Mr. TurBpopEaux. Yes, we do. 

Mr. Zincxke. In the case of fisheries whom did you consult? 

Mr. Tursopeaux. Prior to any tariff negotiations public hearings 
are held on the basis of items likely to be, or susceptible of being 
negotiated at the tariff meeting. Everyone is given an opportunity 
in public hearings conducted by the Committee for Reciprocity 
Information to present his views. The fisheries industry, along with 
other industries concerned, is heard and may submit briefs in addition 
to being heard. All of this information is taken into account in 
preparing recommendations that go forward to the President on 
what we do on specific items so far as tariffs are concerned. 

Mr. Zincke. When you say “taken into account’ what do you 
mean by that? 

Mr. Tuinopgeaux. Taken into account in this wav, sir—that the 
Trade Agreements Committee is a committee set up by Executive 
order and it deals with certain facets of tariff problems, or tariff 
recommendations to the President. The committee is made up of 
nine different agencies and departments of Government. On the 
basis of studies conducted within the different agencies a preliminary 
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determination is made as to which items we may negotiate tariffs on 
with other countries. 

In connection with these studies are conducted the public hearings 
where the views of the industry are taken into account. The views 
of the industry are taken into account also, | might add, directly 
through the respective agencies—in the case of fisheries, primarily 
through the Department of the Interior. A representative of the 
Interior Department is responsible in the Trade Agreements Com- 
mittee, together with the Department of Commerce and the Tariff 
Commission for technical matters relating to fisheries. I do not know 
if I am answering your question directly as to how these views are 
taken into account. The procedure is a bit complex. 1 would go 
into detail on it if you wish, but I would like to say the views of the 
industries concerned are taken into account. 

Mr. Zincke. The point of view of the State Department as it is 
expressed in the report of March 16 on H. R. 8001 is as follows: 

The institution of import restrictions would undoubtedly be detrimental to 
our relations with foreign countries exporting fishery products to the United 
States. 

I do not find any statement contained in the report on the detri- 
ment to the fishing industry with respect to the tariff problem. Did 
[ miss it, or is it eevee 

Mr. TurpopEaux. Our comment there, sir, was that if one of the 
concerns leading to the inclusion of section 7 of that bill is to find a 
way for domestic producers to obtain relief when increased imports 
due to tariff conditions seriously threaten their industry, it should 
be noted that a procedure is already available which can be invoked 
without violating our international commitments, and that procedure 
is the escape clause procedure that I have summarized very briefly. 

Mr. Kuivuczynsk1. Is it not reasonable to assume that this legisla- 
tion is not intended to violate any existing international agreement, 
but is intended to see to it that future international agreements con- 
sider these problems a little more specifically? 

Mr. Tuinopreaux. I would like to say, sir, these problems are 
considered already in everything we do. 

Mr. Zincke. Well, I suggested that they be considered a little bit 
more, more specifically in the future, and under the circumstances 
this report assumes this new legislation, if enacted into law, will 
intentionally violate existing agreements. Is that a reasonable 
assumption? 

Mr. TurnopEaux. As the present bill, Mr. Magnuson’s bill, is 
written there is no violation as such, but certsiily the implications 
would lead to that sort of thing. I would like to indie se also that 
recommendations to the Tariff Commission for investigations to be 
made are not necessarily conditioned upon setting up some kind 
of a special committee to do so. Any industry that considers itself 
being injured by imports, actual or potential, may request the Tariff 
Commission to take action. 

Mr. Bonner. Let me interrupt vou. Right along that line, 
industry did petition the Tariff Commission with respect to these 
products that we are here discussing and the Tariff Commission did 
recommend relief through a higher import quota. 

Now, the President turned that down. Do you recall that? 
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Mr. Turnopraux. Yes, and there have been several investigations. 

Mr. Bonner. The President declined the recommendation of the 
Tariff Commission. For what reason did he avoid the recommendation 
of the ‘Tariff Commission? 

Mr. Tuipopraux. Would you give me the specific case, sir, where 
he declined? 

Mr. Bonner. I do not have the dates, but it is a fact, is it not? 

Mr. Tarpopeaux. There have been a number of escape clause 
hearings. 

\Ir. Bonner. | take it that you are familiar with this incident I 
quote. I donot have the exact date, but it was not so very long ago. 

\Ir. Turnopraux. That is right. In connection with the recom- 
mendations of the Tariff Commission to the President, the President 
considers every aspect of the international situation as well as the 
domestic problem and arrives at a decision as to what to do about the 
problem, or about the recommendation of the Tariff Commission. 

Mr. Bonner. Did the President on the advice of the State Depart- 
meni void the recommendation of the Tariff Commission in the case 
that I speak of? 

Mr. THipopkaux. The President, Mr. Bonner, obtains recom- 
mendations from all the agencies of the Government represented on 
the Trade Agreements Committee. 

Vir. Bonner. And disavreed with the Tariff Commission. 

Mr. Turnopeaux. The President did? 

Mir. Bonner. Yes. 

\ir. TuinopEaux. Yes, in this particular case. 

ir. BonNER. We are agreed on that. Is that all agreed to? 

Mr. THrnopraux. Yes. 

Mr. Bonner. Now then, the desire and the object of this levislatior. 
is to create a hivher level in this agency by having an assistant o* 
under secreiary in charge directly and solely of this function. Whas 
effect or what influence would that have on a similar situation? 

Mr. Tarnopeaux. May I answer vour question indirectly, sir? 

Myr. Bonner. Anyway vou want to answer it just so 1 understand 
it. 

Mr. Tutpopreaux. Insofar as any considerations relating to fisheries 
are concerned, our dependence in the State Department, as I indicated 
a while ago, is on the Department of the Interior, the Department of 
Commerce and the Tariff Commission for all matters relating to these 
problems. 

The representatives of the Department of the Interior have been 
exceedingly good on the Trade Agreements Committee. There is a 
representative from that Department who speaks for that Depart- 
ment. He in turn calls upon his associates in the Interior Depart- 
ment for whatever information is needed on the fisheries problem. 
Insofar as the work of the Trade Agreements Committee is concerned, 
I would rather doubt that a different type of representation from the 
Department of the Interior would really make a difference in the 
work of the Trade Agreements Committee. I am unaware, sir, as 
to whether recommendations of the Department of the Interior to 
the President on any escape clause case might be more effective with 
a different kind of organization than the Department of the Interior 
now has. Iam not qualified to speak on that. 

Mr. Bonner. Mr. Looney, what was the date of this ineident that 
I spoke of? 
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Mr. Turpopeaux. We do not have the exact date. 

Mr. Bonner. Approximately. 

Mr. THrBopEAUXx. Sometime along about July 1954. 

Mr. Bonner. That is about when I thought it was. 

Now, this bill then desires to strengthen the Fish and Wildlife 
Service by an Assistant Secretary, or an Under Secretary, directly 
having charge of this. Now, had this proposal been in effect at that 
time, would it have had any different effect on the situation? This 
is what they complained of. 

Mr. Turpopraux. Well, the recommendations to the President in 
that particular case were sent by the Department of the Interior 
directly to the White House. 

Mr. Bonner. If there had been an Undersecretary, there would 
have been no difference. 

Mr. TuinopEAux. May I venture my own personal opinion on 
that since I feel ill-prepared to speak for relations between the Depart- 
ment of the Interior and the White House? 

Mr. Bonner. Yes, we are trying to see what would happen. We 
can only judge the future by the past. It is a fair question to ask. 
If the future were so and so and the past were so and so, what would 
be the difference? 

Mr. TurnopEaux. We are getting there into the question of the 
relation between the Department of the Interior and the White House. 
May I answer your question in terms of the relation between the 
Department of State and the White House in such conditions? 

Mr. Bonner. I merely asked you: Had the situation been what 
this bill desires to make it, would it have any different effect? 

Mr. TurnopEavx. I appreciate your question, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. I appreciate your attempt to avoid it. 

Mr. TurpoprEaux. May I say it is not a deliberate attempt to avoid 
it. 

Mr. Bonner. I understand the predicament you are in. 

Mr. Tursopeaux. As a staff member of the Department of State 
I feel a bit embarrassed discussing relations between another depart- 
ment and the White House. 

Mr. Bonner. I know the representatives of the Department are 
very careful as to direct answers. 

Mr. TurpopEaux. May I assure you that my inability to give a 
direct answer in this case is not from a sense of wishing to dodge it. 
If someone from the Department of the Interior were here he could 
more adequately discuss the relations between the Department of the 
Interior and the White House than I could. 

Mr. Bonner. Just a horseback opinion of your own, then. Would 
the effect have been any different? 

Mr. TursopEaux. As a horseback rider I feel much safer on the 
back of a horse than at this table for that kind of a question. 

Mr. Bonner. Here is the thing. Here in this instance we get right 
down to the subject that is complained of. You agree with that, do 
you not? The industry complains of their economic condition. 

Mr. TursnopEaux. Yes. 

Mr. Bonner. Then, we have had witnesses here and it has been 
testified that the Tariff Commission is the place to go. They went to 
the Tariff Commission and they got a favorable ‘decision from the 
Tariff Commission. Now the industry says “But if we had hid a 
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man of stature, not mentally but in title, that is all, in this agency and 
this agency had been set up or € ‘reated in the manner which we desire, 
we would get along all right.’ 

So then I ask you: Suppose in this instance, it is a fair question, 
would that man, an Under Secretary, have had any more influence 
on the Secretary of the Interior or on the Secretary of State or on 
the President than did take place by the gentleman that was in 
charge at the time this decision was denied or voided by the President? 

Mr. TxHrnopEaux. Let me put it this way. I think you have 
given me an out. 

Mr. Bonner. I did not intend to. 

Mr. Tuinopraux. You are enabling me now not to deal in terms 
of relations between the White House and the Department of the 
Interior and how the White House would have reacted to a different 
kind of a situation, organizationally, from the one we have now. [| 
say not being of the White House staff I find myself rather hard put 
to answer the question. I must say that I do not know. But I 
think you have given me this out. Would it have made any difference 
to the Department of State had a recommendation come from Interior 
with a different organizational setup than the one that now obtains, 
| would say ‘“‘ No,” 

Mr. Bonner. That is the answer: 

Mr. THrBpopEAux. Because in recommendation in’ which the 
Department of State may have some concern, a recommendation 
coming from Interior, is made in the name of the Secretary of the 
Interior and that is good enough for us in the Department of State. 

Have I, sir, made my position clear? 

Mr. Bonner. Your answer was ‘‘No.”’ 

Mr. Turpopeaux. In the conditions I indicated, my answer 
was “No.” , 

Mr. Bonner. Your answer was just plain “No.’ 

Mr. Dincex.. Briefly, to go a step further from what our chairman 
mentioned, we found that even with this bill, let us say any one of 
these bills were enacted, the end result of a recommendation by the 
Interior Department would be precisely the same regardless of whether 
the bill was passed or not passed. You have said there would not 
be any difference. 

Flowing from that, then, it would appear that the aim of helping 
the fisheries and the fishery people would not be served by the passage 
of these bills so much as it would be served, then, by the enactment 
of legislation by Congress which would give them a favorable tariff 
structure so they can compete within the boundaries of their country? 
Would not the answer to that necessarily be ‘‘Yes’’? 

Mr. Tuinopgeaux. Certainly the answer is bound to be “Yes,” 
given in the way the question was posed, Mr. Dingell. 

Mr. Dincety. Thank you. 

Going a step further, the State Department at the time all this 
went on and at the time the whole matter was before the Tariff 
Commission and then came before the President was aware of the 
fact that Japanese tuna is marketed in this country at 3 to 5 cents 
less per can than is American-produced tuna. Is that not a fact? 

Mr. Turnopeaux. I do not know that that is a fact, sir. 

Mr. Dincett. It is a fact. And the State Department was also 
aware of the fact that Norwegian sardines were selling for 1 cent to 
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2 cents less per can than were American sardines. They were also 
aware of that fact at the time they reached this whole consideration, 
is that not a fact? 

Mr. TuisopEavux. I do not know, sir. 

Mr. Dineetu. Thank you, sir. 

No further questions. 

Mr. Kuuczynsk1. The chairman wanted to find out a yes or no 
and you made a Federal case out of it. 

Mr. Zincke. As I read your report on H. R. 8001, disapproval of 
the State Department is based upon two factors. First, a concern of 
possible violation by the new agency of existing agreements and 
second, potential detriment to friendly countries. 

If we assume that the individuals selected to staff the new agency 
and to head it are as ethical as the State Department, for example, 
we can discount that as a basis for objection, can we not? 

Mr. Tuinopraux. The only thing we are trying to say, sir, in our 
report on H. R. 8001 is that the procedures are already laid out in 
legislation already enacted by the Congress whereby an industry may 
seek relief. . 

Mr. Zincke. That is not what you said. You said “accordingly, 
were the United States to apply quotas or increase duties on concession 
items notwithstanding other trade agreements or international agree- 
ments, the United States would be violating and thus undermining 
obligations for which it sought and obtained acceptance of other 
governments.” 

On what basis do you assume the individuals to be selected for this 
new organization would be less ethical, less upright, less concerned 
with the obligations of the United States than existing agencies? 

Mr. TurnopEaux. We had no concern with the individuals. We 
were not addressing ourselves to the individuals. We were simply 
addressing ourselves to the inclusion of Section 7 in the proposed bill. 
Elaborating a bit as to our fears, when the United States enters into 
an agreement with another country, that is what we refer to here as a 
concession item, and we agree on certain tariff rates that will obtain, 
if, without regard to the fact of our having entered into that agreement, 
we impose restrictions on imports of the commodity without going 
through the escape clause procedure stipulated in the Trade Agree- 
ments Act, then we feel that we @re taking a dangerous shortcut. 
That is all we have tried to say in this report, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. Do you attend the international treaty meetings? 
Who represents us? 

Mr. TuisnopEaux. The international treaty meetings? 

Mr. Bonner. On the subject of fish. 

Mr. TurpopEaux. Those are taken up by Mr. Looney’s office. 

Mr. Bonner. What is Mr. Looney’s title? 

Mr. Looney. I am Deputy Special Assistant for Fisheries and 
Wildlife to the Under Secretary of State. 

Mr. Bonner. It has been complained that the representation from 
the United States is not on a high enough level. Do you feel vou do 
not carry enough title to sit in the council of the mighty when these 
conferences take place? 

Mr. Loonry. Mr. Bonner, let me say this: That on international 
meetings on the subject of commodities, fish, General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade and so on, my office does not sit in those meetings. 





94 NATIONAL POLICY FOR COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 


The international meetings for which the Special Assistant is the 
principal officer are conservation conferences. We have had perhaps 
8 to 10 of those in the last 6 years. In every case but two the Special 
Assistant, who is Mr. William C. Herrington, was the chairman of the 
United States delegation. It is true when we go abroad we usually 
meet as head of the foreign delegation a Minister of Cabinet rank 
in that country. It is true that in Washington we do have men like 
the Deputy Minister of Fisheries of Canada come here as the head of 
the Canadian delegation. Except in two of those conferences, as 
I say the Special Assistant for Fisheries was the chairman. The two 
exceptions are the conference at Ciudad Trujillo this last spring at 
which the Assistant Secretary of State, Mr. Holland, was chairman 
of the United States delegation, and the present fur seal confere ce. 

Mr. Bonner. He ranked as high as anyone else there, did he not? 

Mr. Loonry. That is right, he did. 

Mr. Bonner. So at the extremely important conferences you do 
have an equal ranking representation from this industry, do you not? 

Mr. Loonry. Mr. Bonner, I would put it a different way. When 
the conference pertains to fisheries alone then the Special Assistant 
to the Under Secretary—the Under Secretary is the second highest 
officer in the Department—the Spec ial Assistant takes the chairman- 
ship. The Ciudad conference concerned matters of the Continental 
Shelf as well as fisheries. It concerned minerals and economic 
resources in the shelf itself. Therefore, it went a little bit beyond 
fisheries. The second conference 

Mr. Bonner. Have you found places where you were embarrassed 
by not having the proper title? 

Mr. Looney. I have been at several of these conferences, but I 
am only the Deputy. Mr. Herrington was chairman and I personally 
did not detect any embarrassment. 

Mr. Bonner. Was Mr. Herrington embarrassed? 

Mr. Looney. I think not, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. That is all. 

Mr. Kuvezynski. Thank you, Mr. Thibodeaux and Mr. Looney: 
It is the pleasure of the committee to adjourn today and meet tomor- 
row morning. 

I note there are representatives from the Interior and Commerce 
Departments, Mr. Farley, do yout want to say anything today? 

Mr. Faruey. I am here to answer any questions. We have not 
prepared a statement. 

Mr. Kiveczynskt. We will adjourn now and meet tomorrow morning 
at 10 o’clock. 

(Thereupon, at 12:15 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned until 
Tuesday, May 22, 1956, at 10 a. m.) 











ESTABLISHMENT OF A NATIONAL POLICY FOR 
COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 


TUESDAY, MAY 22, 1956 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES AND 
WILDLIFE CONSERVATION OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., John C. 
Kluezynski presiding, for consideration of H. R. 8001, H. R. 9552, 
H. R. 11309. 

Mr. Kuuczynskr. The committee will please come to order. 

We will resume hearings on various fisheries bills, H. R. 8001, an 
identical bill; H. R. 9552, an identical bill; H. R. 10813, an identical 
bill; and also the new bill H. R. 11309. 

Yesterday there were three new bills introduced relating to fisheries 
by Mr. Bates of Massachusetts, H. R. 11324; Mr. King of C alifornia, 
H. R. 11342; and Mr. Wilson of California, H. R. 11343. 

These bills have not yet come up from the document room and we 
believe they are identic al to the Magnuson bill. 

The first witness this morning will be the sponsor of H. R. 11 309, 
the gentleman from the State of Washington, Mr. Magnuson. 


STATEMENT OF HON. DON MAGNUSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Maenuson. I wish to apologize for not being here yesterday. 
I had an important meeting in my own committee and was unable to 
be present for the first day of this hearing. I appreciate this oppor- 
tunity to appear before you today on behalf of H. R. 11309. 

The establishment of a sound and comprehensive national policy 
for fisheries has been a goal of all the segments of industry for many 
years. I feel that H. R. 11309, a revision of H. R. 10907, which I 
introduced earlier, should bring the support necessary for its passage, 
for several reasons. This legislation represents the culmination of 
an exhaustive study to provide relief for the industry and to provide 
a means of stabilizing our fisheries. The principles of H. R. 10907, 
the original bill, received almost unanimous support from more than 
2,000 individuals and industry organizations from whom comments 
were solicited. If I may, Mr. Chairman, I should like to place in the 
record following my statement a listing of the organizations and in- 
dividuals who endorsed the legislation embodied in H. R. 10907. 

Mr. Kiuczynski. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The list of organizations and individuals are on p. 101.) 

Mr. Maaenuson. The revised bill, H. R. 11309, contains the basic 
principles of the earlier measure and also provides that the Chairman 
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of the new Fisheries Commission is to be designated by the President 
and is also to serve as an Assistant Secretary of the Interior for Fish- 
eries. In that capacity he is to be the head of a new fisheries division 
in the Department of the Interior. This division is to be entirely 
separate from the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

This approach, in establishing a United States Fisheries Commis- 
sion, whose Chairman acts as an Assistant Secretary of the Interior for 
Fisheries, is unique. It represents a compromise between the sugges- 
tions contained in some of the other measures introduced this session 
on this subject. The premise of a commission and a new level for 
fisheries in the Department of the Interior is a compromise between 
the recommendation to have an entirely independent commission and 
the alternative of increasing the authority of the existing branches of 
the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

I feel, Mr. Chairman, that the need for an agency in our Government 
of sufficient stature to handle the complex “problems of our fishery 
industries is met in this legislation. Not only should our fishery 
industry be served at a higher level of Government than now exists, 
but the Commission and Assistant Secretary of Interior for Fisheries 
approach means a much-needed increase in the level of representation 
for the industry in the many international treaty and tariff proceedings 
which must, of course, be part of the program. 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I should like to present a section-by- 
section discussion of H. R. 11309. 


SECTION 1 


The first section of the bill provides that it may be cited as the 
“Fisheries Act of 1956.” 
SECTION 2 


This section contains a comprehensive declaration of policy which 
recognizes the important place that fish and shellfish resources have 
in the national economy and the material contribution which they 
make to the food supply, health, recreation and well-being of our 
citizens. It is also provided that the act is to be administered with 
due regard to the inherent right of every citizen and resident of the 
United States to engage in fishing for his own pleasure, enjoyment, 
and betterment, and with the intent of stimulating the development 
of a strong, prosperous, efficient, and thriving fishery and figh-process- 
ing industry. 

SECTION 3 


This section provides that there shall be a Fisheries Division in the 
Department of the Interior, the administrative functions of which 
shall be administered by the ‘Chairman of the United States F isheries 
Commission created by section 4 under the direction and supervision 
the Secretary of the Interior. The functions, powers, duties, and 
authority of the Fish and Wildlife Service relating primarily to fish, 
fisheries, whales, hairseals and sea lions, and related matters, are 

transferred to the Fisheries Division from the Fish and Wildlife 
iene e, together with the funds, records, and personnel which the 
Secretary of the Interior determines to be primarily related to and 
necessary for the exercise of such functions, powers, duties, and 
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authority. The Fish and Wildlife Service is hereafter to be known 
as the Wildlife Service. 

The functions of the Secretary of the Interior provided for by the 
bill are to be exercised through the new Fisheries Division. ‘These 
functions include the conduct of continuing investigations, the prepara- 
tion and dissemination of information, and the making of periodical 
reports to the public, to the President, and to the Congress, with 
respect to matters relating to fisheries operations. 

This section also provides for transferring to the Secretary of the 
Interior all administrative functions of the Secretary of Agriculture, 
the Secretary of Commerce, and the head of any other department or 
agency which the Director of the Bureau of the Budget determines 
relate primarily to the development, advancement, management, 
conservation, and protection of fisheries, but without modifying the 
authority of the Department of State or the Secretary thereof to 
negotiate fisheries agreements or conventions or with respect to 
international fisheries commissions operating under conventions to 
which the United States is a party. The necessary transfers of 
personnel, property, records, and funds are made, and the Secretary 
is authorized to secure the advice and assistance of other departments 
and agencies of the Government in carrying out the provisions of the 
bill. 


SECTION 4 


This section provides for a United States Fisheries Commission of 
five members within the Department of the Interior, and responsible 
directly to the Secretary thereof. The members are to be appointed 
by the President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. 
The President is to designate the Chairman of the Commission, and 
the Chairman is to administer the Fisheries Division of the Depart- 
ment as Assistant Secretary of the Interior for Fisheries. Except for 
the original appointees, the members of the Commission are to have 
5-year terms of office. Not less than three members of the Commis- 
sion are to have practical knowledge of fishing conditions and of the 
problems confronting the fisheries. 

The primary responsibility of the Commission is the formulation 
of all policies necessary in the administration by the Department of 
the Interior, including the Fisheries Division, of the laws relating 
to fishing and fisheries. 

The Commission also has broad authority to develop and recom- 
mend measures to assure maximum production of fish and fishery 
products, and to prevent unnecessary and excessive fluctuations 
therein, to study the economic condition of the industry, to make 
recommendations for credit relief and other stabilization measures, to 
develop special promotional and informational activities to stimulate 
the consumption of fishery products, and recommend changes in the 
activities of the Fisheries Division to conform to the policies developed 
by the Commission. 

The Commission would also cooperate with the Secretary of State 
in providing representation at all international meetings and con- 
ferences relating to fisheries, and one member of the Commission to 
be a member of the negotiating team of the United States delegation 
attending such meetings and conferences. The Secretary of State 
and officials having responsibilities in the fields of technical and 
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economic aid are also to consult with the Secretary of the Interior 
and the Commission to assure that the interests of fisheries are 
adequately represented. 

The Commission is to consult periodically with the various govern- 
mental and private organizations and agencies which have to do 
with any phases of fisheries. 

It is to make an annual report to the Congress, and may make 
legislative recommendations. It is also authorized to report to the 
President and the Congress through the Secretary of the Interior, 
whenever requested by a segment of the domestic industry, as to 
whether there has been a downward trend in the production, employ- 
ment in production, or prices, or a decline in the sales of any domestic 
fisheries product which competes with imported ones, and as to 
whether imports of competitive foreign products have increased. 

The policy functions of the Secretary of Agriculture, the Secretary 
of Commerce and the heads of other departments and agencies are 
transferred to the Commission, together with personnel records and 
funds, to the extent that the Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
determines that such functions relate primarily to the development, 
advancement, management, conservation, and protection of fisheries. 


SECTION 5 


This section states that the new Fisheries Division is to be an 
administrative organization, and that the Commission is to be a 
policymaking body. These agencies are to work in close cooperation, 
and the personnel and facilities of the Fisheries Division are to be 
available to the Commission. 


SECTION 6 


This section provides that nothing in the act is to be construed to 
interfere with the rights of the States under the Submerged Lands 
Act or otherwise provided by law, or to supersede any regulatory 
authority over fisheries exercised by the States either individually or 
under interstate compacts. It is also provided that the authority of 
any international commission established under a treaty or convention 
to which the United States is a party shall not be interfered with. 


SECTION 7 


This section contains the authority to appropriate such sums as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions of the act. 

Thank you, very much, Mr. Chairman, for the time and considera- 
tion of the committee. 

That concludes my prepared statement. I will be happy to try to 
answer any questions which the members of the committee may have. 

Mr. Kuivezynsxt. Mr. Magnuson, this is identical to the bill that 
passed the Senate, S. 3275. 

Mr. Maenuson. Yes, it is. 

Mr. Kuuczynsxr. We have no report yet from the Department 
of the Interior, the Department of Commerce, or the Department of 
State as to your bill, or the Senate bill. 

Do you know the position of these Departments or have you taken it 
up with any of them? 
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Mr. Maaenuson. Well, judging from their reactions to the earlier 
bill, I imagine there is reason to believe their position is adverse, but 
[ have no direct statement from them. 

Mr. Kuuczynsxt. In other words, you have no information as to 
their position on them? 

Mr. Magnuson. Not yet. 

Mr. Boykin. I would like to compliment the gentleman on a 
great statement. 

Mr. Bonner (chairman of the full committee). I am greatly 
interested in one sentence that you have in your prepared statement. 
You say in the third paragraph on page 3: 

The Commission also has broad authority to develop and recommend measures 
to assure maximum production of fish and fishery products. 

This is the part of the sentence that 1 am most interested in— 
and to prevent unnecessary and excessive fluctuations therein * * *, 


I am heartily in favor of any bill that would do that. Just how 
will this Commission do that? 

Mr. Maanuson. Of course, the bill does not set forth how the Com- 
mission should do it. The purpose of the bill is to set up a commis- 
sion and a division with the Department of the Interior which would 
address itself to this problem and the other problems which the 
fisheries industry is plagued with. 1 would hope with a consolidation 
of authority and responsibility in the fisheries field they would find 
themselves better equipped to meet these problems than they are 
under the present setup. 

Mr. Bonner. Does this anticipate the overtaking of fish? 

Mr. Magnuson. I beg your pardon? 

Mr. Bonner. Does this sentence anticipate this Commission would 
have authority to control the taking of fish to prevent unnecessary 
and excessive fluctuations. 

Mr. Maenuson. Yes. Take, for example, salmon in Alaskan 
waters, there has to be control of the amount of fish that are taken. 
There has to be some control or we will completely deplete the 
fisheries. 

Mr. Bonner. I thought they had been complaining about not 
getting enough fish all the time. 

Mr. Maanuson. They have. At the same time it would be sbort- 
sighted to completely deplete the resource and destroy it for the future 
though we are not satisfied with the catch that we are getting today. 

There are instances where there has to be regulation of the quantity 
of fish that can be taken. 

Mr. Bonner. The whole idea of the bill is to strengthen and give 
the Fisheries Division of the existing organization higher status; is 
that not so? 

Mr. Maanuson. Yes, it is; and I think a very important feature 
of it is a consolidation of responsibility so that it is not dispersed 
among several Departments like Interior, Commerce, and Agriculture, 
and also the State Department has a lot of responsibility in this area. 

Mr. Bonner. If the present setup of the Bureau of Fisheries were 
strengthened, would that be satisfactory? 

Mr. Macnuson. I personally would prefer this approach. Do you 
mean the Fish and Wildlife Service, Mr. Bonner? 
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Mr. Bonner. It has been testified that those who represent us in 
international conferences on fish do not have sufficient status. 

Mr. Maanuson. That is right. 

Mr. Bonner. To meet their counterparts from other nations, so 
if there were an Assistant Secretary, or Under Secretary, directly in 
charge of this subject with authority to revise and reorganize this 
Department, would that meet the difficulty? 

Mr. Maenvuson. Well, I think that it would be one step which is 
contemplated in this proposed legislation. I do not think it would 
meet the problem completely because you still would have a certain 
amount of division of responsibility with the various departments 
having some authority with relation to the fisheries industry. 

Mr. Bonner. If you took it out of all the departments there would 
have to be additional people put into this Department to direct the 
functions. 

Mr. Maanuson. Oh, certainly. 

Mr. Bonner. What about these people in the other departments 
who are now directing similar functions? 

Mr. Macnuson. They would be eliminated. 

Mr. Bonner. They could not be eliminated because that is a sub- 
ject that will have to go on just the same. 

Mr. Macnuson. That part of their function would be eliminated. 

There is reference in the bill to the transfer of records, personnel, 
and so forth, from say the Department of Agriculture and the Depart- 
ment of Commerce to this new Fisheries Division here proposed as 
found fit by the Director of the Bureau of the Budget to handle the 
new functions of the Department of the Interior. 

Mr. Bonner. That is all. 

Mr. Kuiveczynskt. Thank you, Mr. Magnuson. 

Mr. Maanuson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kuiuczynskt. It is the intention of this subcommittee to hear 
all of those who have any information to contribute. In addition, 
any interested organization may submit a statement for the record 
and for that purpose the record will be open for 5 days after the 
hearings are completed. So anyone interested in this legislation may 
put in his testimony. 

Following the testimony of Mr. Magnuson, a member of this com- 
mittee, Mr. Pelly, of Washington, would like to present his statement. 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE Tuomas M. PELLY, STATE OF WASHINGTON, 
IN Support oF H. R. 10910 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation Sub- 
committee, I wish to thank you for permission to testify in behalf of legisiation 
affecting the policy and administration of Federal laws having to do with our 
great national resource of fish. It is highly important in the face of depleted 
fisheries to promote and restore an important source of food for the Nation and 
also the employment and livelihood of a great segment of American people. 

Some time ago, in recognition of the need of greater emphasis on fisheries 
research and development, I introduced H. R. 9700, a companion bill to 8S. 3275; 
and I testified in support of the latter measure when hearings on it were held in 
the other body. ‘Those hearings indicated the desirability of incorporating 
changes and, subsequently, an amended 8. 3275 was introduced by the senior 
Senator from the State of Washington, Mr. Magnuson, which reflected these 
changes. In turn, I introduced H. R. 10910, which is similar to the amended 
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substitute bill, 8. 3275. The latter has been reported favorably and unanimously 
by the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee. 

A long list of organizations and individuals who have endorsed 8. 3275 which 
appeared in the proceedings of the Senate under date of May 17, 1956, as taken 
from the Congressional Record, is eloquent testimony in support of this legis- 
lation. If the list does not appear elsewhere in the House hearings, I request 
that it be included and be made a part of my testimony. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no pride of authorship and support favorable action by 
this subcommittee either on my bill, H. R. 10910, or any similar bill including, 
of course, 8. 3275. 

I offer one final thought in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, and that is there should 
be no repeal of the provisions of the White Act which protect the rights of all 
American citizens regardless of residence to equal participation in our Alaskan 
territorial fisheries. 

Again, I thank the subcommittee. 


{Congressional Record—Senate, May 17] 


The list of names referred to is as follows: 


LISTINGS OF ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS WuHo Have ADVOCATED AND 
ENDORSED THE AMENDED SUBSTITUTE 8S. 3275 


(Name of organization or person and number of persons in industry represented) 


United States Senators; 28 cosponsors of bill. Others have indicated support 

United States Representatives and Delegate from Alaska; 15 separate House 
bills introduced. House Members awaiting action by Senate. 

Alaska Territorial Fisheries Board; 5 members. 

California State Legislative Council. 

Louisiana State Wild Life and Fisheries Commission. 

Mayor and special fisheries advisory council, city of Gloucester, Mass. 

Alaska Fishermen’s Union; 3,700 industry workers. 

Vessel Owners and Fishermen from Juneau, Hoonah, Angoon, Sitka and 
Pellican, Alaska; 350 fishermen. 

Bering Sea Fishermen’s Union; 1,200 fishermen. 

Fishermen’s Marketing Association of Washington; 100 trawler-vessel owners. 

North Pacific Fisheries Association, Inec., Seattle, Wash.; 800 fishermen. 

Puget Sound Purse Seiners Association; 170 vessel owners. 

Puget Sound Gill Netters Association; 756 fishermen and boatowners. 

Puget Sound Drum Seiners Association; 25 vessel owners. 

Fishermen’s Cooperative Association, Seattle, Wash.; 350 trawling-vessel 
owners. 

Deep Sea Fishermen’s Union of the Pacific; 800 fishermen. 

Southeastern Alaska Purse Seine Vessel Owners’ Association; 48 vessel owners. 

Wakefield Fisheries; operators of King Crab Fisheries, Bering Sea. 

Rocky Mountain Trout Farmers, Inc.; 20 members. 

Maine Sardine Packers Association, Inc.; 34 members. 

Southeastern Alaska Seine Boat Owners Association. 

Tacoma Shipbuilders Association, Tacoma, Wash.; 11 shipbuilding concerns, 
builders of modern fishing vessels. 

The Texas Shrimp Association, Brownsville, Tex. 

Massachusetts Fisheries, Boston, Mass. 

International Longshoremen’s Union, Washington, D. C.; 7,500 fishermen. 

Toledo Commercial Fishermen’s Cooperative, Curtice, Ohio. 

Oyster Institute of North America, Annapolis, Md., 500 members Pacific and 
Atlantic oyster growers. 

Sea Food Producers Association, New Bedford, Mass. 

Fishermen’s Cooperative Association of San Pedro, Calif.; 140 purse seine 
vessel owners representing 1,400 fishermen. 

American Tuna Boat Association; 165 tuna clipper owners. 

Fishermen’s Union, Local No. 33, affiliated with the International Longshore- 
men and Warehousemen’s Union, San Pedro, Calif.; 1,000 fishermen. 

Cannery Workers and Fishermen’s Union of San Diego, Calif., and International 
Association of Machinists, Lodge No. 389, AFL-CIO, San Diego, Calif.; 2,050 
fishermen. 

San Diego and San Pedro Tuna Fishermen’s Wives Association; 3,000 fisher- 
men’s wives. 
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Halibut and Puget Sound Gil Net Fishermen’s Wives Association, Washington 
State; 1,000 fishermen’s wives. 


California Canners Association, Inc.; representing 13 independent canneries in 
California. 

National Fisheries Institute; representing 600 fish processor and marketing 
concerns in all sections of the United States. 

AFL-CIO Seine Line Fishermen’s Union, Los Angeles, Calif. 

Ketchikan, Alaska, Chamber of Commerce. 

Fishermen’s Cooperative Auxiliary, San Pedro, Calif. 

Commercial Fishermen’s Fraternity Society, California, Oregon, Washington, 

and Alaska; 600 members. 

eg Reefer Associ iation; 15 re friger: ated vessel owners. 

. Booth Co., Inc.; fisheries marketing concern, Atlantic and Pacific coasts. 
ice Vessel Owners Association, Petersburg, Alaska. 

James Sullivan, president, San Diego Harbor Association; San Diego Port 
Authority. 

Bernard Lorino, Hendrix Fish Market, Houston, Tex. 

A. Powers, Dorchester, Mass.; fisherman. 

Atlantic Lobstermen’s Cooperative Association, Saugus, Mass. 

tio Grande Shrimp Fishermen’s Association, Brownsville, Tex. 

Tom Swensen, Kodiak, Alaska; independent fisherman. 

Tim Panamaroff, Kodiak, Alaska; independent fisherman. 

Fairbanks, Morse & Co., Seattle, Wash.; makers of diesel engines. 

Chase Seafood Co., Everett, Wash.; fish packers. 

East End Fishermen’s Association, New Orleans, La.; 287 members. 

A. J. Wegman, Pass Christian, Miss. 

Mr. Kuuczynskt. We have in the room today the gentleman who 
started this series of bills. He is a member of the Rules Committee. 
It would be our pleasure to hear from you on this subject, Mr. Colmer. 

Mr. Bonner. Mr. Colmer introduced one of the bills. 

Mr. Kuuczynsk1. He is the father, and all of the others are just 
followers. 

Mr. Boyxtin. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM M. COLMER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MISSISSIPPI 


Mr. Cotmer. Mr. Chairman, I am one of those who have introduced 
legislation, bills, to try to be of some assistance to the fishing industry 
of this country. Iam not, Mr. Chairman, an authority on the question 
of fisheries, nor do I appear in the role of one who has the answers to 
the problems that confront the industry. I would rather say that I 
introduced this proposed legislation by request. The bill introduced 
was H. R. 10760. 

At that time I asked a number of other Members of the House to 
introduce similar bills: I understand now that there has been a new 
version of this bill which, incidentally, was a committee print of the 
Senate bill, introduced in the Senate and those responsible for my 
sponsorship of H. R. 10760 now tell me that it is an improvement on 
the original bill—both the original Wilson bill and the bill that I 
introduced together with a number of my colleagues of the House. 

If I am correct in my understanding of the matter, my distinguished 
colleague, the splendid gentleman from the State of W ashington, 
Mr. Magnuson, has introduced the new version of the Senate bill. 
That is correct, is it not? 

Mr. Maanuson. That is correct. 

Mr. Coutmer. And he is a very able person. It was suggested that 
I introduce such a bill, but I assumed the committee would have its 
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independent hearings upon the various bills that had been introduced 
and would write its own bill in executive session as a result of the rather 
extensive hearings and the various amendments suggested. 

Mr. Chairman, this matter is a very important one. It affects the 
whole economy of our country. Personally, as some of you know, I 

reside down on the Gulf of Mexico where our fishing is largely limited 

in my immediate section to the taking of shrimp and oysters and the 
canning thereof, as well as the shipment of considerable numbers of 
various species of gulf fish; therefore, I am interested in the subject 
generally. 

I want to make whatever contribution I can, without any claim 
for credit or glory, to the cause. Frankly, whether the bill I intro- 
duced, or the other bills that have been introduced, or the latest 
version of the Senate bill which Mr. Magnuson has introduced is the 
answer to these problems, I do not know. I repeat that I am not an 
expert in this field. But you have your own counsel and you gentle- 
men have given far more study to this question than I, but there are 
phases of these proposals whic h appeal to me. 

One of those is the setting up of this commission, and I believe 
under the new version, giving new dignity and status to the whole 
subject matter with an assistant sec retarysbip i in the Department of 
the Interior. It has always appeared to me that other segments of 
our economy have been much more adequately represented here in the 
Nation and in the world’s capital than has the fishing industry. That 
may be due to any number of factors, any one of which might be con- 
trolling. But these proposals now before you, as I say, would give 
a new and a more dignified status to the industry. 

Now, just a few months ago, for instance, in the foreign field I was 
advised by my friends and interested people that there was a meeting 
down here in Guatemala, or in the Dominican Republic—I have for- 
gotten which—at which the whole question of offshore fisheries was 
discussed, a resolution was passed down there that the small South 
American Republics would extend their fishing grounds out some 
200 miles with exclusive jurisdiction and of course discriminate against 
our fishing industry, or fishing fleets and our interests generally. 

Now I am informed by some who were present on that occasion 
that while our State Department was present and our Interior Depart- 
ment was present, that due to protocol, et cetera, the domestic 
fishing industry, the American fishing industry, really was not repre- 
sented as well as it might have been, with all due deference to those who 
were there, not because of a lack of interest, but as I say, because of 
protocol. 

I have no fight with the State Department, but it has been my 
observation in my comparatively brief tenure of office here that the 
State Department is looking after world conditions and making world 
friends. That is possibly their main objective, just as the Department 
of Defense is always trying to present the best cause for defense, 
Agriculture for agriculture, and so on down the line throughout the 
many facets of the Government. 

I happen to be one of those old-fashioned Democrats, or Americans, 
as I would prefer to say, who believe that the American economy has 
to be considered as well as the foreign economy, and I am just a little 
fed up, if I may use that hackney ed expression, with the representa- 











104 NATIONAL POLICY FOR COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 


tives of this Government continuously placing the interests of foreign 
economies above the American economy. 

No, they will not admit that, but in the final analysis some of us 
think that is really what results. 

Yes, we must have friends abroad; we must not unnecessarily offend 
our South American neighbors and our European allies, but the big 
question that always arises in my mind is that if we destroy our own 
American economy in trying to reach out and help everybody else’s 
economy, who is going to help us when our economy gets into the 
position that so many of these other friends and allies of ours say 
that they find themselves in? And so one of the objectives of all 
these bills, as I understand it, is to set up a commission that would 
have some independent authority, that would give us some representa- 
tion in these various meetings and who would be interested primarily 
in the American economy; to wit, the fishing industry. 

I rather like this idea of the new approach in the new bill. It was 
presented to you by my friend Mr. Magnuson. It would add further 
dignity and status to this very important industry with an Assistant 
Secretary within the Department of the Interior. 

I believe from my rather casual study, Mr. Chairman, of this whole 
subject that there are sufficient safeguards here that will guard the 
overall picture of our relations with other nations, so far as I can see, 
and we do not have to worry that the fishing industry as a result of 
this proposed legislation, should it become law, is going to run wild 
and take over the whole Government. Rather, in my humble 
judgment, it will serve as an anchor to the windward to have a little 
effect upon other departments of the Government which I fear 
sometimes, as I have rather intimated here, do run a little off of 
bearing in connection with the whole economy of this country. 

I have had this problem up in many other industries in addition to 
the fishing industry. If I have one conviction that I want to get across 
here this morning it is the thing that I have tried to emphasize—that 
we must have some protection for the fishing industry, for our own 
industries in this country to see that they are not sold down the river 
in trying to buy friends abroad. 

There are a lot of other phases of the legislation that I might address 
myself to if time permitted, or if I thought it might make any great 
contribution to the cause. I am rather inclined to believe the matter 
isin good hands. Iam sure it is because each of you gentlemen sitting 
here is interested in this cause. I believe out of all of these hearings 
there can come some good; that a bill can be whipped into shape that 
will be a boon to the industry which, if my information is correct, 
needs assistance at the hands of its Government. Certainly it needs 
protection. 

J understand all of the industry in the East, the West and the 
South are together on this proposal, and I am sure something good can 
come out of it. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to appear here this 
morning and to air these rather generalized thoughts of mine on this 
subject matter. I appreciate very much your courteous consideration 
in hearing me. 

Mr. Kivuczynsxt. Thank you, Mr. Colmer. Knowing you as I 
do, you are one of the real friends of the industry, and by asking for a 
secretary to take care of the fishing industry you want a man of dig- 
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nity, and he does not have to sit in the corner, who can be right out 
there representing the American fishing industry. 

Thank you for your wonderful statement. We appreciate having 
you with us this morning. 

Mr. Boykin. I think that was a wonderful statement. The two of 
us have talked about this many, many times. Congressman Colmer 
and I have hunted together for the last 20 vears and he has talked to 
me about it. He lives on the Gulf of Mexico the same as I. 

Now, I do not know anything about this 200 miles. Is there any 
way that we can correct that, in your opinion, Congressman Colmer? 

Mr. Cotmer. Mr. Boykin, I understand that there has been some 
correction made of that. I am not in a position to answer you, or 
give you the specific facts. When that happened there were a number 
of Members of Congress who protested it. I know I made some 
humble statement on the floor about it myself. The State Depart- 
ment cooperated in trying to get that action rescinded. 

There are others here who are more capable of advising you just 
what was done, but it is my understanding that the order was re- 
scinded. 

Mr. Jackson. The whole matter is now pending before the Inter- 
national Law Commission. It will come back to the United Nations 
next fall. 

Mr. Cotmer. There has been no effort made to implement that 
order down there, as I understand it, and it was my general impression, 
Mr. Chairman, at a subsequent meeting the whole thing was tem- 
porized, but I may be in error. 

Mr. Boykin. Would this bill affect this protocol business where our 
people would be equal to those other people? 

Mr. Cotmer. Mr. Boykin, I think that it would. Mr. Kluezynski 
commented on it. I think it would be helpful in that connection; yes. 

Mr. Boykin. I see where we are fighting like a tiger in my State 
and in your State to get 10 miles out, and here they are giving some- 
body 200 miles out. That is a lot of difference. 

Mr. Comer. Yes. 

Mr. Boykin. Mr. Colmer has been working on this for many, 
many years. We have a great chairman here, and I thmk that our 
general chairman, Congressman Bonner, has been the greatest chair- 
man that we have ever had of this committee, and I have been here 
24 years, almost as long as you. You will have been here 26 years 
when you finish your next term. That is a long time. 

Mr. Coumer. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Boykin. You have made a very fine statement. I think with 
all of these great men, both Republicans and Democrats, we can do 
something about it. We are trying and trying hard. I have not been 
here very much because I have had an election. Mine is all over. I 
can be here now. 

Mr. Cotmer. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Srety-Brown. I would like to ask this question: Assuming a 
bill similar to the one introduced, or the new version is passed, when 
it comes to the question of protocol and any binding decision being 
made by this Commission, would not that decision in fact have to be 
approved by the Department of State in any case? 
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Mr. Coutmer. Yes, that would be my impression. 

Mr. Seety-Brown. In other words, I am wondering if we are going 
to resolve the problem you referred to earlier by doing it. I am anxious 
to help, I can assure you. 

Mr. Cotmer. I understand that. 

Let me say this, of course, I do not undertake to say that you could 
set up any Commission here, or would undertake to set up any Com- 
mission that would supersede the State Department. The point that 
I was trying to emphasize in that connection—and I think Mr. Mag- 
nuson commented on i tings we would have 
somebody there who knows the score and who would occupy a position 
of sufficient dignity and recognition that he could speak his piece. 
That is really what I had in mind, and it would be somebody of that 
a. level that could influence the policymaking at the still higher 
evel. 

Of course, the Secretary of State in the final analysis would, I take 
it, have the final say, but of course the gentleman knows as well as 
I that in the actual operation it is the Assistant Secretary and those 
further down the line who really have the time and the opportunity 
to put in effective work. 

Mr. Srrety-Brown. In other words, if you got into a position where 
maybe cotton and fish were competing, one to be sent abroad and 
one to be kept from coming in, the Assistant Secretary might have 
to resolve one of those problems himself. 

Mr. Kuiuczynski. Mr. Dingell. 

Mr. Dincetu. I would like to pay my compliments to my dis- 
tinguished colleague from the State of Mississippi. I feel a little 
presumptuous this morning in asking Mr. Colmer a question. Our 
families have been friends for many years. 

Mr. Cotmer. I know that I can expect something after that, so 
let us have it. 

Mr. Drince tt. In all sincerity, I have nothing but the highest 
respect for the gentleman from Mississippi, and I hope that my dis- 
tinguished colleague will not take any of my questions as being un- 
kindly, or as being in any way disrespectful. 

I would like to ask my colleague this question: Would you have 
any objection to modifying this bill so that the Fish and Wildlife 
Service was maintained as it is today, but that the head of the Fish 
and Wildlife Service were raised to the position of dignity that you 
seek here; that is, to the position of an Under Secretary? 

Mr. Cotmer. Well, let me say, to begin with, I also entertain the 
splendid thoughts for the gentleman that he expressed forme. I have 
watched him grow up in his distinguished father’s footsteps here and 
have a genuine affection for him. My boys have not moved so fast, 
let me say, but we are still hopeful for them. 

Frankly, I am not qualified to answer your question. Offhand, 
that might be; that that would give the same results as the one 
proposed here. Frankly, I do not know. It is a question, so far as | 
am concerned, that those who have studied the measure and who 
are far better qualified to pass upon it than I have suggested this 
present setup. That is the only answer that I can give you. 

Mr. Dincetu. The reason that I am so very greatly concerned 
about this is that this bill will separate the Fish and Wildlife Service 
into 2 divisions, 1 portion being charged with the duty of acting as a 





















4 gt ee leet 


Se ee = —<—<_ —  ° 





NATIONAL POLICY FOR COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 107 


marketing and harvesting agency, an agency to concern itself with 
the marketing and harvesting and production of fish and fishery 
products for commercial use, and nowhere in this bill do I see anything 
which in any way preserves the present functions of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service of conservation and protection of the sport fishermen’s 
interests. I believe my distinguished colleague would share with me 
the concern I feel for the sports fishermen and the conservation angle 
of the fish and fish resources. I think it is unfortunate that where 
the sport use of a resource must compete with the commercial use 
of that same resource, that generally the sport and conservation aspect 
suffers. That is the reason that I am very concerned about this 
particular bill as it is presently drafted. 

I wonder if my colleague has any comment to make on that par- 
ticular phase of the question. 

Mr. Cotmer. I do not think I can add anything to what I have 
just said. I do not know that I am competent to pass upon that. 
I can see, however, that there is considerable difference in the com- 
mercial and the sport end of it. Of course, 1 am very much interested 
in both. As my colleague has told you, I do quite a bit of hunting as 
well as sport fishing, but I do not feel offhand, let me say to my col- 
league, that there is any fatal conflict there. I do not know that the 
sporting end of it would suffer from that. I am just not competent 
to pass on that point. 

Mr. DinceE.u. I want to thank my distinguished colleague for his 
splendid presentation this morning. 

Mr. To.uerson. Speaking of old age, apparently my old age has 
kept me out of circulation these past few weeks and I have not kept 
abreast of all the details of this legislation. I think that the witness 
has touched upon the one thing that has bothered him most with 
respect to the fisheries, and it has bothered me most, and that has to 
do with the status of fisheries, both on the domestic level and the inter- 
national level. I think most of your discussion was devoted to that 
point. We now have in the State Department a fisheries representa- 
tive who could attend these international conferences but, as I under- 
stand it, he is not the spokesman because he does not have enough 
stature. Supposing we enact legislation which provides that one 
member of the commission shall be a member of the negotiating team, 
would he be at any higher level than the present fisheries representative 
is now in the State Department? 

Mr. Cotmer. I can only say to my friend what has been told me 
by those who have attended these meetings, that those who have 
attended at the lower level, if I may use that term for want of a better 
description as a representative, have felt that they just were not high 
enough in the protocol to speak up and say their piece. That is my 
understanding. 

Mr. Toutierson. Could we accomplish the same result by raising 
the level of the present Fisheries representative in the State Depart- 
ment? 

Mr. Cotmer. I think that goes back to the question that was asked 
earlier, possibly that could be done. I do not know. That is a 
matter for this committee to work out. 

Mr. Touuerson. It is an old problem. I remember as far back 
as 10 years ago attending a trade conference, Pacific Northwest 
Trade Conference, attended by representatives of the United States 
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and Canada, and this very same point was discussed at that time. 
How do we get men of sufficient position in the State Department so 
that they can negotiate with representatives say, of Canada? There 
was an effort made at that time to establish a position in the State 
Department which would be equivalent to the position of the spokes- 
men from Canada, for instance. The problem has grown because 
our international problems have increased. 

The thing that bothers me about this is whether we will accomplish 
what we want to accomplish by this legislation in this one respect. 
As I understand from what you say, you believe that if the member 
of the Commission is on the negotiating team we will be better off 
than we are now. 

Mr. Cotmer. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. Will the ge ntleman yield? 

Mr. Totierson. Yes. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. Is it not your understanding if that gentleman 
were on the Commission he would represent the fishing industry and 
would stand up and fight for the American fishing industry? 

Mr. Cotmer. That is right. I want to thank my friend for that 
statement because I think I didn’t emphasize that sufficiently and I 
think my friend, Mr. Tollefson, will agree. 

Mr. Boykin. Could we not do this: When we send a man away in 
a company and want him to have stature we make him a vice president. 
Could we not make this man an undersecretary and give him author- 
ity? Could we do something like that? 

Mr. Cotmer. Let me say again that I am not an expert in this. | 
have not given the thought and study to it that many of you have and 
others who have preceded me and will follow me are better qualified 
to pass on that, but I think that this committee, after hearing the 
witnesses and the various suggestions, many of which have been ex- 
plored here this morning, can write your own version of that. [ am 
sure that the fishing industry is interested in results and not in any 
particular suggestion that they might have seen fit to make. 

Mr. Bonner. Mr. Colmer, I join with my committee associates 
in the high tribute which has been paid you. 

Let us take an example. Suppose this legislation was in effect and 
had been in effect for 3 years, we will say. The industry in 1953 
went before the Tariff Commission and requested an increase in the 
tariff on imported fish. The Commission gave an increase and the 
President denied it. 

Would this bill being in effect, this proposal being in effect, change 
that situation any? 

Mr. Cotmer. No, sir. That is my opinion and | think it is the 
gentleman’s opinion. 

Mr. Bonner. That is what the industry is after, strengthening the 
industry. 

Mr. Cotmer. Yes. 

Mr. Bonner. And the trouble that the industry complains about 
is the importation of foreign fish and that is one of the things they 
complain about. We had that example. 

Mr. Cotmer. No, I do not think it would change that situation, 
but I do think again that this new dignity and new look that I have 
referred to would add this to the situation. I think it would give a 
new and more potent voice in the White House and before the White 
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House in the Secretary of State’s Department itself. That might 
anticipate that adverse action on the highest level. 

I have been through just what the learned and able chairman of this 
committee has referred to in other segments of our economy. | 
think I know how it operates as does the gentleman. ‘That is that 
there is always that pressure from the State Department. You 
appear before the Tariff Commission, you make your cause, the 
Tariff Commission finds with you. But when it gets to the White 
House, the President is a very busy man as we all know, he does not 
have time to go into those things. He relies upon his arms that he 
has set up there, his Cabinet, to advise him. Those gentlemen, the 
Cabinet heads themselves, in turn rely upon somebody further down 
the line who has made the studies, because again the Secretaries of the 
various departments of government are so busy that they do not 
have the time to give the study to all these things. 

Then, often there is somebody possibly in the White House itself 
who interjects his nickel’s worth into the program and into the con- 
troversy. 

I do not think, Mr. Chairman, again to answer your question, I do 
not think that this would change that situation. That is, it would 
not prevent that thing from happening. But I think it could go a 
long way toward preventing its happening further down the line 
before it gets to the White House and the Tariff Commission. 

Mr. Bonner. When we set up the Saltonstall Commission the 
general discussion was along this line, to strengthen and improve 
the industry and the standing of the Fish and Wildlif@ Service. 
That has been a failure, has it? 

Mr. Cotmer. To be frank again with my friend, I cannot comment 
on that because I am not familiar enough with it. 

Mr. Bonnsr. Does not our whole problem go back to the State 
Department? 

Mr. Cotmer. In the matter of foreign imports, treé aties, and so 
forth, yes, largely to the State Department. But anything that 
you can do to “ofiset the power exercised by that great arm of our 
executive department is worth consideration. 

Mr. Bonner. Understand, I am trying to find a solution to the 
problem but I do not want to jump from one esi to another. We 
have gone once or twice into different things. 

Mr. Cotmer. The gentleman has a very sound analytical mind 
and always approaches these things on a sound basis. 

Mr. Bonner. You have observed when we create new agencies 
it is just a multiplication and you leave behind what is there and go 
into something else. Do you think there would be a duplication if 
this bill is set up? 

Mr. Cotmer. Again I must plead ignorance. I hate to plead it so 
often, but | think I should be fair and honest with this committee. 
There possibly would be some duplication. I cannot see the neces- 
sity for any duplication if the provisions of these proposals were en- 
acted. 

Mr. Bonner. There would have to be because there are some 
functions in the Fish and Wildlife now that are dual to both Fish 
and Game. 

Mr. Cotmer. Yes. 
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Mr. Bonner. So when you separate these you would have to set 
up a new division to perform the duties that were separated from the 
Migratory Birds and Game, and so forth. 

Mr. Cotmer. Generally speaking the same quantity, shall I put it, 
of personnel could function under the new setup in my offhand 
judgment. Therefore, there would be no necessity for new and ad- 
ditional personnel except, of course, as to the statutory provision of 
the setting up of members of the Commission and so on. But it 
seems to me that there could be a comparative reduction in the existing 
setup. 

I do not understand that there would necessarily be any large 
duplication. 

Mr. Bonner. The game warden supervises some commercial fishing 
at the present time. 

Mr. Cotmer. Yes, you are right, he does. 

Mr. Bonner. I have great admiration for you and you have 
impressed me greatly. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate having this distinguished Member of 
Songress before the committee. 

Mr. To.tierson. I have another question. 

Mr. Cotmer. Before you do, Mr. Tollefson, may I say in answer 
to my very distinguished friend over there, Mr. Bonner, that I am in 
hopes that under the framework of this legislation that could be worked 
out. I think the gentleman has, of course, done a great service by 
raising the question but I am in hopes that it could be worked out. 

Mr. Tdtierson. That particular comment and conversation you 
have had with our chairman, together with the fact that you have not 
in any great detail discussed the detailed provisions of the bill, leads 
me to this belief with respect to your provision. As I understand 
you, you would like to see something done to raise the level or status 
of fisheries at out Government level in the international field and you 
are not concerned about any particular bill doing that. You want 
something done in the belief that if this committee and Congress does 
something, we will have raised the status of Fisheries higher than it 
is now. 

Mr. Cotmer. Right. And whether that bill, as a result of the 
study of this committee, bears the name of Magnuson or Colmer or 
Tollefson or Boykin or Dingell or anybody else is immaterial to me. 
The thing I am interested in—and thank you so much for summing it 
up—is to get some relief for this industry. Thank you so much. 

Mr. Kiuczynskr. Thank you. 

I promised yesterday to call a gentleman who has to get out of 
town. The next witness is Mr. William H. Potter, North Carolina 
Fisheries Association. Give to the reporter and committee your 
name and whom you represent. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. POTTER, NORTH CAROLINA FISH- 
ERIES ASSOCIATION, DIVISION OF COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 


Mr. Porter. I am W. H. Potter, representing the North Carolina 
Fisheries Association, Division of Commerical Fisheries of the Depart- 
ment of Conservation and Development of North Carolina and I am 
a little singular and outranked here in that I am also actively engaged 
in commercial fishing and have been all my life. 
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I can merely tell this committee and those in attendance that 
personally and speaking for the fishermen of North Carolina we are 
greatly pleased to see the national interest in commerical fishing and 
in particular to raise the stature of the industry to the place it should 
have held for many years. 

For your information, our State has the longest shoreline of any 
State in the Union. Note that I did not say coastline because our 
State has peculiar problems in its inland waters, sounds, and bays. 
As I sat in attendance yesterday and heard the comments of the 
various witnesses who testified, I learned particularly that the South- 
east section of the United States is one of the greated contributors to 
the fisheries industry of our country. I particularly point to the 
menhaden industry. As a matter of your information, during the year 
1955 there were approximately 750,000 tons of menhaden processed 
into the end products of 140,000 tons of fishmeal, approximately 750 
tons of fish oils, and an equal number of tons of fish solubles. 

In reference to our State Department, we have a compliment for 
them, as well as, perhaps, a dig, in that the majority of the fish oils 
produced i in our particular industry are exported into European coun- 
tries. Generally, the entire fisheries organization of our country 
would welcome a stabilization and support program, perbaps similar 
to some of the programs that have been granted to our farming popu- 
lation. 

It is true that the vast potentials of the ocean waters and the sounds 
and gulfs and lakes of our country are unknown at this particular 
time. It is our continued recommendation that all States bordering 
on the oceans, gulfs, and the Great Lakes should, under a proper 
Federal leadership, establish within themselves departments of 
fisheries at an equal level to the departments of agriculture. 

Commercial fishing is a production and marke ‘ting enterprise. 
Encouragement and leadership is needed at the national level to coordi- 
nate the State efforts and to supplement particularly where State 
authority is exceeded and there is no question that the opportunity to 
acquire these results is here now. 

The problems generally in fisheries throughout our nation are 
fourfold: Production, preservation, transportation, and marketing. 
Each of those four would require a lengthy discussion. 

I merely make a passing remark concerning preservation. There 
is nothing peculiar to the commercial fishing industry that is not 
peculiar to the farming trade in the preservation of the products 
en route to market. 

The State Department, as I mentioned a moment ago, we have a 
compliment for them as well as digs, seems to hold the same line held 
about 1950 when they indicated that all offshore policies were made 
knowing that some domestic industry might suffer. 

Commercial fisheries, being one of the older and possibly antiquated 
industries of our country, received the three following suggestions: 
Redesign for other efforts, ask for subsidies, or go out of business. 

The fisheries of the United States need now and have needed for 
generations the support of all of the segments of the Federal program. 
The office of ODM could have done a tremendous job in assisting in 
the expansion program in commercial fisheries. There is no reason 
why a tugboat and a barge on the Mississippi River should have a 
certificate of necessity and a young shrimper or a man in the net 
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business should not have some of the same privileges. The escape 
clause referred to vesterday by members of the State Department is 
a double-ended clause. It has more outs for the Federal Government 
than it has ins for those who are asking relief. 

May I interject an example, a small example of what could have 
been done? I speak of a young, promising shrimper in North Carolina 
who, through the efforts of his school-teaching wife and himself over 
a period of several years, saved $10,000. He mortgaged his home for 
a like sum of $10,000, sold his smaller boat that was obsolete in order 
to acquire a piece of equipment that could allow him to keep up with 
expansion and competition in his business. The tremendous cost of 
borrowed funds, the unnecessary cost of tremendous charges for in- 
surance prevent this young man from having the privileges that other 
segments of industry in our country have. That young man only 
has insured the unpaid balance of the mortgage on his home. 

I would like to add this comment before I go into the prepared 
statement: That within the present administration of the fisheries of 
our country there is one growing example of fine cooperation at 
Federal, State, and industry ‘level, and that is concerned in shrimping. 
The Federal level has afforded search boats, scientific studies to assist 
in the locating of source of supply. They have made available tech- 
nical information in the packaging and marketing and development 
of new products for this industry. I cite to you an instance referred 
to me by my father that happened over 40 years ago. 

A group of fisherman dammed up a small tributary of water in 
eastern North Carolina and found they had a tremendous quantity 
of speckled trout, very valuable fish. They sold their fish by the 
small boatload, not having an opportunity or time to weigh them. 
About 2 years later the same group, suspicious that additional fisheries 
might be available in that same area, dammed the same tributary. 
They found they had a tremendous netful of shrimp. If the ladies 
and gentlemen in the audience will excuse the remark, the leader of 
this particular fishing crew said ‘‘Damn those bugs, they are no good 
to us, turn them loose.”’ He turned loose a fortune because of the 
lack of the proper dissemination of information. At that particular 
time about the only place you saw shrimp was on a bar table as part 
of your free meal along with your beer in various taverns. 

This field of insurance is a study in itself and I am sure it is receiving 
the attention of Federal authorities as well as authorities within the 
insurance companies to find an answer. Whether the workmen’s 
compensation benefit can ever be applied to the commercial fishermen 
is questionable, but certainly there are phases of the Jones Act that 
are not applicable satisfactorily to date. 

We people in North Carolina who are actively engaged in commer- 
cial fishing, the members of the North Carolina Fisheries Association 
are fishermen, dealers, or people who are connected in one way or 
another with the commercial fishing enterprise of our State. We are 
not different from those who are in the other States. We have never 
received the proper support or recognition for the industry. All of 
us are enthusiastically interested in anything that this committee or 
the Congress of the United States might do to improve the general 
welfare of the fisheries people. 

I would like to have permission of the chairman to read the pre- 
pared statement for the benefit of those in attendance in addition to 
the members of the committee. It is very short. 





NATIONAL POLICY FOR COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 113 


The North Carolina Fisheries Association would like to go on record 
as a sponsor of ‘‘a sound and comprehensive national policy with 
respect to the development, conservation, management, and use of 
fisheries resources.”” We believe that adequate legislation is available 
in the several bills now under consideration by the Congress. The 
problems of the fisheries industry are so varied as to restrict Federal 
legislation to matters beyond the scope of State programs; in most 
cases very ably executed. Recognition of the fisheries industry 
throughout the Nation as an important part of the national economy 
in itself is a major step toward Federal contribution to the well-being 
of the fishermen of this country. We welcome the opportunity to 
make the following observations as recommendations: 

(a) The fisheries of the United States need the benefits available 
from a vigorous program of study, search and research, of the potentials 
of the vast areas of the rivers, sounds, bays, lakes, and ocean areas. 

(6) A sound national fisheries program will be one with limited 
regulatory authority and comprehensive cooperation with problems 
of each different area of the country. 

(c) Where conflicting Federal jurisdiction is evident, action bene- 
fiting the largest segment of the fisheries industry, the fishermen and 
laborer, should be paramount in decisions. 

(d) The effects of international agreements on domestic fish and 
shellfish marketing should be weighed in the light of economic impact. 

(e) It is generally true that commercial fishing is not recognized as 
a production and marketing business. Closer comparison must be 
made in the problems of the fishermen and the farmer. 

(f) Dissemination of information as well as the collection of infor- 
mation should include as much practical, on the spot, experience as 
conditions will allow. 

(g) Any Federal legislation that will serve the fisheries of the 
Nation, whether it be recreational fisheries, sports fisheries, or com- 
mercial fisheries, must establish some means whereby practical and 
experienced men can join with technically trained personnel in the 
administration of its policies. 

(kh) The place in Federal legislation and the administration thereof, 
for commission-type authority is, to say the least, limited to studies 
and practical advisory functions. 

To summarize, the fisheries people of North Carolina want a 
‘Federal Fisheries Act’’—and I underline ‘Federal Fisheries Act’’— 
which will: 

Afford the greatest aid to the fisherman, and to the fisheries 
industry. 

2. Limit the regulatory authority at the Federal level to matters of 
international scope and the waters included in Federal reserves. 

3. Encourage a well-organized flow of practical information. 

4. Sponsor, finance, and execute scientific and practical surveys, 
studies, and experiments. And, where possible, through operational 
tactics, exemplify new methods of production, processing, packaging, 
and marketing. 

Utilize stabilization programs, through the use of Federal funds, 
to relieve where evident and eliminate where possible the serious 
economic results of scarcity or over-abundant supply. 

We have prepared not in sufficient numbers of copies, not knowing 
at the time this was prepared that 20 copies were required for the 
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committee, a table of organization which we recommend that the 
committee take cognizance of. We feel many problems that have 
been discussed here today and yesterday are matters of personnel. 
A person witn bulldog tenacity who believes in his problem can per- 
haps raise himself above his seemingly low stature in international 
problems and in relations between the State Department and various 
other departments of our country. It is our suggestion as a matter 
of table of organization that the Fisheries Act of 1956, either in the 
Department of Commerce or Department of the Interior—it appears 
that testimony is more in favor of Interior—under its Secretary have 
an Assistant Secretary for Fisheries, with whom shall work an ad- 
visory commission of which the Assistant Secretary of Fisheries shall 
be an ex officio member or its chairman, at the choice of the Congress. 

There will be two divisions under the Assistant Secretary for Fish- 
eries. One for fisheries, fish and shellfish under which commercial, 
recreational, and sport fishing shall be included. There will be a 
second division in which wildlife will have the same priority and 
same stature and prestige as the fisheries of our country. 

Under each of these proposed subdivisions of the authorities there 
shall be four departments. There shall be a study of conservation 
under the Department of Wildlife, a Statistical Section, a Section on 
Finance and a Section on Management. 

Since there are three phases of fisheries its authority will be divided 
in three parts: International, domestic, and special. All three of 
these correlated to the Fisheries Division, through four segments, one 
of Management, which will be primarily interested in the management 
of the affairs of the Department under authority granted by Congress 
and will be particularly interested in conservation and promulgation 
of resources; there will be a Research Department, a Department on 
Finance, a Statistical Department. 

The Finance Department shall be primarily interested in the stabili- 
zation of the fisheries industry financially, in rendering whatever as- 
sistance there might be available from this or other departments to 
the fisheries field. 

No need to go into the source of funds. They have to come from 
appropriations, fees, or the States. We believe in the fisheries field 
in North Carolina that there is a great opportunity for our States and 
our Federal Government to realize the potentials that are available 
for our people in the fishing industry. As I say, thank you for the 
opportunity of appearing here for our groups and as an individual, as 
a person exposed to the bright sunlight of the commercial industry, 
its fallacies and good points, that we know from the work this com- 
mittee and the Congress has done up to now in the national interest 
that there will be a good and strong fisheries act come out of the 
present Congress for 1956. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Kuivuczynsxt. Thank you, Mr. Potter. 

I want to announce at this time that after we adjourn this morning 
the subcommittee will go back into session this afternoon with per- 
mission from the Speaker of the House that we may sit while they are 
in session. We are going to try to complete these hearings today 
because we have a pretty heavy schedule tomorrow and Thursday 
and those of you that want to put your statement in the record without 
being here to explain it, it will be the pleasure of this committee to 











NATIONAL POLICY FOR COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 115 


incorporate that into the record. However, we have a couple of 
witnesses this morning we want to hear before we adjourn. 

One will be the Congressman from Florida, Mr. Rogers, and the 
next will be Charley Jackson. 

Mr. Bonner. I want to take this opportunity to compliment 
Mr. Potter on a splendid statement. He knows his subject, has been 
in it all his life. Iam very proud of the statement he made hete today. 

Mr. Porter. Thank you. 

Mr. Kuveczynsxi. Any questions? 

Mr. Van Petr. On page 2 of your statement in one of the recom- 
mendations, paragraph 2: 


Limit the regulatory authority at the Federal level— 


in line with the statement I heard here this morning in answer to a 
question, it seems to me we pretty well limit that when we have to 
refer our problems to the United Nations. 

Mr. Porter. Sir, I think that is more than likely true in items that 
require negotiation in fields of search for fish and fishing that are in 
territorial waters. In my reference there I refer particularly to those 
problems. Up until recently about all the State Department and toa 
large extent some of the people interested in fisheries were concerned 
with were the international problems. I think it could very easily be 
said that when a Federal agency begins to inform, it is very soon that 
it begins to regulate. That comment was included primarily to allow 
some similarity of escape from that potential. 

Mr. Van Pe tt. I am fully in accord with your statement but I was 
alarmed about how we are going to get an individual to meet in these 
conferences at such level that we do not have to refer back to this 
international sounding board. 

Mr. Porter. Sir, I think about the only answer to that would be 
the use of dissemination of information between the State Department 
and the Department of Fisheries at such a level that they both would 
be properly informed as to the scope and results of any international 
agreements they might have or any interpretation of those in their 
application to domestic industry. 

Mr. Van Pett. Thank you. 

Mr. DinceE tt. I read over the list of recommendations in the pre- 
pared statement you submitted to the committee and then I read over 
the bill generally and I find that the recommendations which you make 
are not in accord with the features of the bill. 

Mr. Porter. Are not in accord? 

Mr. Dince.tu. Are not in accord with the features of the bill. 

Mr. Porrer. In what particular instance, sir? 

Mr. Dince.tt. In a good many instances. For a number of 
instances, as a matter of fact. You urge that wildlife—not so much in 
your statement as it is in your copy of the suggested organization 
where you suggest that the organization include wildlife, conservation 
of wildlife, and right in with this fisheries authority. 

Mr. Porrer. | think it definitely has a similar problem. 

Mr. Dincett. It is not included in the present bill. Would you 
recommend it be included? 

Mr. Porter. I think it is included by inference in the present bill, 
probably not in the use of definite words but I do not think there is 
any intention in the Magnuson bill as I understand it, though there 
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are so many new bills introduced since I made a study, there has been 
no primary change that all functions as I understand the Magnuson 
bill will be transferred to the supervison and management of this 
Assistant Secretary of Fisheries. 

Mr. Dincey. 11309 introduced by Mr. Magnuson on May 17, 
1956, on page 4, section 3 (b) 2 (C): 

Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department of the Interior shall be hereafter 
known as the Wildlife Service of the Department of the Interior. The Director 
and Assistant Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service shall be hereafter known 
respectively as Director and Assistant Director of the Wildlife Service. 

So it goes on. The bill does actually separate the present Wildlife 
function. 

Mr. Porrer. It retains it in whatever department and if you note 
the table or organization, it merely divides the responsibilities of the 
Assistant Secretary for Fisheries in two fields. It gives him a Fish- 
eries Division and a Wildlife Division, my table does. 

Mr. Dincetu. It gives him a Fisheries Division and leaves the 
Wildlife Service an orphan according to the way I read the bill. 

Mr. Porrrr. I am sorry Mr. Magnuson is not here at the present 
time. I assume there will be quite a number of interpretations of the 
various phraseologies in the bill and to a large extent probably those 
interpretations will be made certainly adhering to the bill. That 
“Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department of the Interior shall 
hereafter be known as the Wildlife Service of the Department of the 
Interior” follows exactly the table of organization you have. 

Mr. Dincetu. You will concede to me that in enacting legislation 
we have to be careful to see to it that only the most favorable inter- 
pretation can be placed on the legislation and that there is no possi- 
bility of a bad or harmful interpretation. You will concede that. 
So you would have us believe it would be a good idea to make this more 
explicit to preserve the wildlife function. 

Mr. Porrer. I do not think the bill needs to be more explicit. It 
maintains the Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department of the 
Interior but merely divides the two. 

Mr. Dincetui. Did you hear the witnesses the other day testify 
that one of the serious problems that beset the industry is tariffs? 

Mr. Porrrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dince.ty. You mentioned lack of risk capital, high wages and 
costs, scarcity of fish near to the producing and marketing facilities. 
Then you mentioned a number of other things, high cost of marine 
insurance and the fact that certificates of necessity are no longer 
available. Those, briefly, are the general problems that beset indus- 
try, are they not’ 

Mr. Porrer. Yes, sir; and if I may refer to the four phrases I used 
in determining those particular problems, they are problems that 
would probably require considerable study by any new department in 
determining just what can be done about production. Production 
gets into conservation methods, and so forth. I heard a gentleman 
yesterday, Mr. Bates, refer to using the Coast Guard to attempt to 
augment the supply of fish by searching for fish. If I may make 
reference to our particular industry, which I do not claim is the No. 1 
in efficiency, but in our small area at our North — port at 
which menhaden are plentiful during the fall of the year, there are 10 
privately owned search planes in the air practically all’ the daylight 
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hours in radio communication with not only the mother ship but the 
net boats and their captains. 

I think production and scarcity in many cases can be augmented by 
a program of method and I think that at a Federal level there is a 
responsibility to supplement and assist where possible in the preserva- 
tion of the foodstuffs in the way of fish after they are caught en route 
to processing plants. Also, the foodstuff in the way of shrimp and 
shellfish, it is a matter of storage. 

Mr. DincE.Lu. These are direct problems that beset the industry? 

Mr. Porter. Yes. 

Mr. DineeEtt. And this bill before us does not attempt to directly 
assault any of the problems you discussed, does it? 

Mr. Porter. I would say, sir, it does. 

Mr. Dincety. How does it? We are talking about a direct attack 
on these problems you mentioned as the primary pressing problems 
that beset the industry. Just say yes or no. Does this bill directly 
attack these problems or does it not directly attack these problems? 

Mr. Porter. I will have to almost get in the position of the State 
Department yesterday. That question cannot be answered with a 
yes or no, sir. 

Mr. Drnce tt. All I ask is: Does it directly affect the problem of 
tariffs? 

Mr. Porter. Very definitely it directly affects all tariffs. 

Mr. Dtnceuu. You referred to the testimony of the State Depart- 
ment representative yesterday. He said this bill does not directly 
affect the problems of tariff. He says it would not make any difference 
under the situation in the bill or the present situation. 

Mr. Porrrer. May I answer that question other than “Yes” or ‘‘No?” 
I think the representative of the State Department yesterday was in 
a little embarrassing position. Those problems are answerable 
through the application of the bill and it is the studies that will be 
developed through the Department of the Interior, its Secretary and 
Assistant Secretary, and various departments. 

Mr. Dinaetu. I would like to have time to proceed with this 
further, but I am beset by the problem of time. I just recall for my 
colleagues here the great difficulty our distinguished chairman had 
achieving a yes or no answer from the State Department and I find 
myself beset with somewhat the same problem. Thank you. 

Mr. Kuuczynsxi. Any further questions? 

Mr. TotuteFson. May I ask a question? In your statement you 
said that three suggestions had been made to your industry, one to sort 
or reorganize; two, to get subsidies; three, to go out of business. 

Where did those suggestions come from? 

Mr. Porrrr. Those suggestions were referred to in an editorial 
in one of our trade magazines as coming from the State Department 
in answer to requests that some form of control be placed over the 
imports at that particular time that were being deposited in this 
country, primarily on consignment to be sold at a time when marketing 
conditions domestically were seriously hampered and affected. 

Mr. To.tuierson. I wanted to make sure where those suggestions 
came from. They are in line with a suggestion I heard a number of 
years ago when we had this same general problem before the com- 
mittee and a New England fishing industry representative was told by 
the State Department, when he complained about the increasing 
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imports of foreign fish hurting the domestic fisheries, that he ought to 
get into the typewriting business. You would not go along with that 
suggestion, would you? 

Mr. Porter. No, sir, I think our industry is well-qualified to remain 
in the fishing industry. Possibly some of the typewriter boys would 
like to get in the fish business. I think that particular problem can be 
answered. It is a matter of education between the departments and 
certainly with adequate conferences and without any opportunity to 
pull rank but more or less informed personalities. 

Mr. Totuerson. I am hopeful we can come up with a bill that will 
accomplish the general objectives which the industry has. We 
sought to do that with respect to imports in 1949 in the 81st Congress 
when we drafted a resolution which was adopted by the House of 
Representatives directing the State Department to give study to the 
impact and effect of cheaply produced foreign fish upon our domestic 
fisheries and to come up with suggested solutions. To this day we 
have never had any suggested solution. 

Mr. Porter. Sir, I think the proper administration of the Magnu- 
son bill, as I heard it discussed this morning by its author, will give 
the fisheries division of the Department of the Interior, if that is so 
chosen, the opportunity to answer those problems. I am not a 
legislator nor am I qualified to determine what should or should not 
go in the phraseology of a bill, but the opportunity as I refer to now 
is to allow the fisheries of our country to take advantage of the scope 
to which it should have risen many years ago. 

Mr. Totuerson. You think the fishing industry is worth while 
preserving? 

Mr. Porter. I definitely do and I am sorry I cannot bring to you a 
delegation of trainloads of people who concur in that statement. 

Mr. Totuerson. You do not need to. I think our whole Com- 
mittee concurs with you. 

Mr. Kuivczynsxkt. Thank you. 

I have some statements here from Members of Congress including 
Mr. T. A. Thompson of the Merchant Marine Committee, who are 
cosponsors of this legislation I would like to incorporate in the record 
at this time. 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statements from members follow:) 


A HEALTHY, PRospEROUS, PRopucTIVE Domestic FisHING INDUSTRY 


Statement by Congressman Hubert B. Scudder, of California, to House Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries May 23, 1956 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Hubert B. Scudder, 
Member of Congress from the First Congressional District of California. 

I am coauthor, along with several of my colleagues, of a bill intended to 
strengthen the fishing industry as an important segment of the domestic economy. 

Some of the major fisheries of the United States are situated along the coastline 
of northern California. Commercial fishing is one of the major industries of the 
district I represent. It employs thousands of workers, on the boats as well as in 
the shore installations such as processing plants. These are an industrious and 
self-sustaining people. They ask nothing more than recognition of their industry 
as being important to the domestic economy, and an opportunity to market the 
products which they harvest from the sea. 

There is another important factor which must be taken into consideration, and 
that is from the standpoint of national defense. Commercial fishermen supply 
an important food product to our Armed Forces. Their knowledge of coastal 
waters and their fishing craft, which comprise a sizable fleet, constitute a line of 
defense which must be recognized as important to our safety should this country 
ever be attacked by an aggressor. 
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The purpose of the legislative proposals which you are now considering is simply 
to give recognition to this oldest of American industries. A commission would be 
created to carry out the policies and intent of Congress for the purpose of pro- 
moting the health, prosperity, and productivity for the fishing industry. Such 
an office would also be responsible for handling and improving research, assisting 
in marketing facilities and procedures, and in keeping a close watch on the effect 
of low-cost imports which have created havoc in various sectors of the country 
including the district which I represent. 

I trust this committee, in its wisdom, will give full consideration to the necessity 
of this matter. We have been able to assist individual segments of the fishing 
industry such as tuna, crab fishermen, and others—but I believe that under 
current circumstances the most feasible approach to the entire problem is to seek 
a general solution to the conditions as they now exist. 

Thank you, 


STATEMENT OF Hon. T. A. THOMPSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF LOUISIANA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, coming from the coastal ares 
of Louisiana, along the Gulf of Mexico, where the commercial fisheries constitute 
a very important part of our economic life, I can fully appreciate the dire straits 
in which our national commercial fisheries now are. With the high costs of 
vessels, gear, insurance, and other necessities, and the difficulty of securing capital 
to replace vessels and equipment, it is obvious that this important industry 
needs immediate relief. The Government has failed to supply the necessary 
leadership and understanding of the problems of the industry, and the time has 
come when Congress must act. In recognition of this situation, I have introduced 
H. R. 10813, designed to establish a sound and comprehensive national policy with 
respect to the fisheries, and to strengthen the fisheries segment of the national 
economy. 

Among other things, one of the principal purposes of this bill is to provide for 
a realistic reorganization of the governmental functions relating to the fisheries 
which would up-grade the administration of these functions to a level where 
they will be performed more effectively in meeting the problems of the industry, 
both in matters which are purely domestic, and those in which we must negotiate 
or compete on an international basis. 

At present, the many problems of the fisherman, the producer, and the dis- 
tributor are handled in Government by a multitude of departments and agencies, 
all too many of which have little or no real knowledge or understanding of the 
industry. for example, the fisherman must go to the Department of Commerce 
to seek a loan for a new vessel; to the Department of Agriculture for information on 
supplies of fishery products; to the Small Business Administration for loans for 
fishing gear and equipment; to the Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department of 
the Interior for information on the results of research work; to the Tariff Com- 
mission for relief from competition by cheap imports; and to the State Department 
for help in protecting his right to fish in international waters. There is no one 
place for him to go to present his problems. Each agency handles only a small 
part of the Government’s responsibility in the fisheries field. And only in the 
Fish and Wildlife Service is there any assurance that the agency has any degree 
of familiarity with the special aspects of his business. Furthermore, as a result 
of the various phases of the industry being subdivided among so many federal 
agencies, the responsibilities of no one agency are sufficiently great to give the 
industry the stature which its importance in the American economy deserves. 

I do not believe that solution to this major problem is difficult. Fundamentally, 
it simply requires the setting up of a single agency, staffed by experienced per- 
sonnel, and with the authority to consider the many interlocking and relating 
aspects of the business to develop solutions for its most pressing problems, and 
to follow through effectively to constructive results. 

By placing the responsibility over fishery problems at division level within the 
Department of the Interior (responsible directly to the Secretary), by establishing 
a Commission of semi-independent status which would afford continuity of admin- 
istration, and by the transfer to the Commission of many of the functions currently 
being handled by various agencies of Government, a unified approach would be 
attained. 

Thus, fishery problems would be handled through a strong, high-level Govern- 
ment organization, and the problems of adequate tariffs and the safeguarding of 
rights in international waters would be entrusted to an official with sufficient 
status to assure that proper consideration would be given to the problems and the 
viewpoints of this important industry. 
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I hope, and feel sure, that the hearings held by this committee will result in a 
strengthened fishery industry, operating pursuant to a sound and comprehensive 
national policy. 


Mr. Kuivuczynsxt. We have with us this morning Congressman 
Rogers from Florida. 


STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL G. ROGERS, A REPRESENTATIVE TO 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Rocers. I will take just a minute. I want to file for the record 
a joint and unanimous statement from all of the House Members from 
the State of Florida in support of this legislation. 

Mr. Kuivuczynskt. Without objection, it will be incorporated in the 
record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE FLORIDA DELEGATION 


Recognizing the growing difficulties and constant crises which now face prac- 
tically every segment of the American fishing industry, many of our colleagues in 
both the House and Senate have introduced measures directed at alleviating many 
of the difficulties now plaguing our great fishing industry. 

Inasmuch as Florida has the longest coastline in the United States and is proud 
and devoutly interested in the maintenance and development of its thriving com- 
mercial and renowned recreational fisheries, we, the undersigned Members of the 
Florida congressional delegation join our many colleagues in the Congress in urg- 
ing that immediate remedial steps be taken to improve and safeguard the fisheries 
of Florida, and of the Nation. 

While there have been several bills introduced in behalf of our fisheries during 
this session, H. R. 11309 expresses the collective thinking of 35 of our colleagues 
in the Senate, many of our colleagues in the House, and it also represents the 
unanimous thought of the commercial-fishing industry. 

We ask for your favorable consideration of H. R. 11309 for the following 
reasons: 

(1) This bill prescribes a strong and comprehensive national policy which 
recognizes the value and importance of the fishing industry and contains a declara- 
tion of congressional concern and intent that this important American industry 
shall continue and increase its valuable contribution to the food supply and 
recreational resources of our Nation. 

(2) This measure would elevate the Federal agency concerned with fishery 
problems from its present low and ineffective level to a position in our family of 
Government which would demand respect and provide direct and responsible 
channels for developing and implementing a strong operational policy for our 
fisheries. This would be accomplished by a four-man, bipartisan Fisheries 
Commission headed by an Assistant Secretary of the Interior for Fisheries. 

(3) To support this new and effective fishery policy, H. R. 11309 provides for 
a& separate Fisheries Division of the Interior which will have as its main concern 
an aggressive program in behalf of our commercial and recreational fisheries. 

We therefore urge the members of this committee to report this bill favorably, 
and support it until its final passage. 

WiiuiaM (Britt) CRAMER, 
First District. 


Third District. 
ALBERT SYDNEY HERLONG, 
Fifth District. 
JAMES ANDREW HALEy, 
Seventh District. 
Cuar.es E. BENNETT, 
Second District. 


Rosert L. F. Sixes, 


DanTE B. FASscELL, 
Fourth District. 
Pau G. RocErs, 
Sixth District. 
Dona.p Ray (Bitty) MATTHEWs, 
Eight District. 
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Mr. Rocrrs. We feel this will be beneficial to the fishing industry 
which means a great. deal to our State. It amounts to about $500 
million a year and you know our coastline there, how many of our 
communities and our people there are dependent upon the fishing 
industry. We feel this bill will accomplish a great deal and we urge 
its favorable consideration. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxi. Thank you, Mr. Rogers. It is a pleasure to have 
you before the committee. 1 do not suppose there are any questions. 

Next is Charlie Jackson of the National Fisheries Institute. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES E. JACKSON, GENERAL MANAGER, 
NATIONAL FISHERIES INSTITUTE, INC. 


Mr. Jacxson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Charles E. Jackson. I am general manager of the National 
Fisheries Institute, Inc., an organization consisting of practically all 
segments of the fishing industry of the United States— except fisher- 
men, most of whom are union membets—and retailers of fish and 
fishery products. We represent boatowners, producers, processors of 
fresh, frozen, canned, smoked, and cured fish, wholesalers, brokers, 
and those engaged in the production and processing of industrial 
products, such as fishmeal, oils, and solubles. Our members are 
located in all parts of the United States and Alaska and number 
approximately 600 firms. 

First, I wish to express appreciation, on behalf of the fishing industry 
represented by the National Fisheries Institute, to this committee and 
to those Members of the House and Senate who have either sponsored 
legislation to assist the fishing industry or who have indicated their 
interest and desire to be of help. We are particularly gratified that 
Members of Congress are nonpartisan in their earnest desire to assist 
the fishing industry in solving its problems. 

When legislation was first introduced on the opening day of the 
present session of Congress, January 3, 1956, by Congressman Wilson 
of California, many units of the fishing industry viewed the proposed 
legislation with misgiving. It seemed to many of us that too large a 
field of legislation was encompassed in a single bill, and that more time 
was needed for study by all segments of the industry. We feared that 
Members of Congress were getting the impression that the entire 
industry was united in seeking such legislation, which was not the case. 
Indeed, there were certain sections of H. R. 8001 and similar bills to 
which a large part. of the industry was opposed. On the other hand, 
there were some principles in the Wilson bill which many of us believed 
would strengthen the industry. Again I wish to say that the industry 
appreciates the interest and efforts of Congressman Wilson. We 
know he has our problems at heart, and we feel confident he will 
support wholeheartedly Jegislation that Congress and the majority 
of the industry believe would be helpful. 

On February 23 Senator Warren Magnuson, chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, introduced 5S. 
3275. Soon thereafter companion bills were introduced in the House. 
During the months that have followed, hearings have been held by 
the Senate Subcommittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. When 
the Senate committee hearings began, Senator Magnuson stated there 
was no pride of authorship in the legislation and that he would welcome 
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suggestions from the industry. Accordingly, representatives of in- 
dustry and labor have met with Senator Magnuson from time to 
time and with members of the staff of the Senate Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce and worked together to bring 
about a draft that would more nearly meet the needs of the industry. 
Several committee prints followed in due time and on March 30, 1956, 
an additional committee print was made “showing a suggested sub- 
stitute for S. 3275.”’ (Incidentally, some features of the Wilson bill, 
such as the declaration of policy, were included in S. 3275.) 

When the National Fisheries Institute met at its annual convention 
in Miami Beach April 13-18, inclusive, the latest draft of legislation 
on the subject was that of March 30, 1956. On April 13 our legislation 
committee studied the committee print of March 30 and agreed to 
recommend to the board of directors that the National Fisheries In- 
stitute support the principles of the bill. This language, ‘‘support the 
principles,’’ was used because the members realized there was still 
room for improvement of the legislation. Our board of directors 
unanimously adopted the report of our legislation committee on 
April 14. 

On April 23 an amendment in the nature of a substitute for S. 3275 
was introduced by Senator Magnuson for himself and 28 other 
Senators. Since that date further consideration has been given the 
legislation, and proposals offered by Senator Payne and others have 
been incorporated with those of Senator Magnuson. So now we havea 
final Senate bill which the full Senate Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce has unanimously reported favorably to the 
Senate. Thus S. 3275 is now on the Senate calendar awaiting action 
by that body. 

Meanwhile a companion bill to S. 3275, as reported to the Senate, 
H. R. 11309 has been introduced in the House by Congressman Don 
Bee of Washington State and referred to this committee. I 
assume, therefore, that it is proper to address my remarks to H. R. 
11309 and identical bills that have been or may be introduced in 
the House. 

The food-fishing industry sincerely feels it needs recognition at a 
higher level in Government, particularly because of the numerous 
problems that affect us directly and indirectly on an international 
scale. Our domestic fishing industry is now working under six inter- 
national treaties to which the United States is a party. World events 
have forced us to lay our problems before Congress and the executive 
branch of the Government. We believe H. R. 11309 and identical 
bills will place our industry in a position to better cope with national 
and international situations now confronting us. 

We believe the declaration of policy in H. R. 11309 is well-stated, 
but since there is always room for improvement, we submit a some- 
what different approach to accomplish the same objectives in the 
event your committee might wish to consider same. 


DECLARATION OF POLICY 


The Congress hereby declares that the fish and shellfish resources make a mate- 
rial contribution to the national economy and to the food supply, health, recrea- 
tion, and well-being of our citizens. They are a living, renewable form of national 
wealth, capable of being maintained and greatly increased with proper attention, 
but equally capable of destruction as an economic asset if neglected. They give 
employment, directly or indirectly, to a substantial number of citizens and afford 
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outdoor recreation throughout the Nation. The fishing industries strengthen the 
defense of the United States through the provision of a trained seafaring citizenry 
and action-ready fleets of seaworthy vessels. 

The Congress further declares that the fishing industry, in its several branches, 
can prosper and thus fulfill their proper function in national life only if certain 
fundamental needs are satisfied by means which are the recognized and constitu- 
tional functions of Governments. Among these needs are: 

1. Freedom of enterprise—freedom to develop new areas, new methods, new 
products, new markets in accordance with sound economic principles and freedom 
from detailed administrative and legal restrictions which ignore economic needs. 

2. Protection of opportunity—maintenance of an economic atmosphere in 
which domestic production and processing can prosper; protection from sub- 
sidized competing products; protection of opportunity to fish on the high seas 
in accordance with international law. 

3. Assistance—assistance of Government provided for industry generally, 
such as is involved in promoting good industrial relations, fair-trade standards, 
harmonious labor relations, better health standards and sanitation; and assistance 
of Government for the fishing industry, specifically including: 

(a) Services to provide current information on production and trade, market 
promotion and development, and an extension service; 

(b) Research services for economic and technologic development and resource 
conservation; and 


(c) Resource management to assure the maximum sustainable production for 
the fisheries. 

The Congress further declares that the provisions of this act are necessary 
for fulfilling these needs of the fisheries and for accomplishing the objective of 
their proper development and that this Act shall be administered with the intent 
of stimulating the development of a strong, efficient, and thriving fishery and of 
maintaining the fishery resources in a state of maximum sustainable productivity. 

The National Fisheries Institute is heartily in accord with the 
principles of section 3 (a) which proposes to establish within the 
Depaitment of the Interior a Fisheries Division which would be 
separate from the Wildlife Service and would carry forward the ad- 
ministrative functions of fisheries under the direction of the Secretary 
of the Interior by the Chairman of a United States Fisheries Commis- 
sion who would exercise this duty in bis capacity as an Assistant 
Secretary of the Interior for Fisheries. We believe the administration 
of the fisheries of the Nation requires a clear-cut distinct type of service 
that is completely separate from the administration of wildlife func- 
tions. We have no criticism whatever of the Wildlife Service, but 
we honestly feel there should be two separate and distinct services. 
We feel the administration of the fisheries can, to a major extent, be 
better performed by trained fisheries personnel and that there is little, 
if any, duplication between the administration of fisheries work and 
wildlife work. We readily admit there are a few instance where the 
fisheries work should be coordinated with wildlife work, but H. R. 
11309 wisely provides for this by giving authority to the Secretary of 
the Interior to use his judgment in coordinating the two functions. 
It is our opinion that whenever coordination is needed, it will be per- 
formed under the direction of the Secretary of Interior in such a man- 
ner as to inure to the benefit of both fish and wildlife administration. 

I would appreciate it if 1 could stop at this point and give you this 
additional statement which I just finished this morning. 

It is interesting to note that H. R. 11309 follows in a large measure 
the recommendations of the Task Force Committee on Natural Re- 
sources, as reported in appendix LL, January 1949, for the Commission 
on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government, better 
known as the Hoover Commission. 

This task force was chairmaned by Leslie A. Miller, former Governor 
of Wyoming. The other distinguished members of the Task Force 
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on Natural Resources represented both political parties. They spent 
many months on a careful study on how best to administer the fish 
and wildlife resources. I believe one of the things that has impressed 
the nation with regard to the work of this Commission is the fact 
that it was completely nonpartisan. 

In its report the task force had the following to say beginning on 
page 57 under ‘‘Title VIII, Fish and Wildlife Resources’’: 


A. MAJOR PROBLEMS 


Of all the Nation’s fish and wildlife resources, commercial fisheries have had the 
least systematic development. Many of the fishery resources of the world are 
unexplored. Though their full potentials are still unknown, it is clear that they 
are not being fully utilized. Some of these undeveloped resources are in waters 
within and bordering the continental United States and Alaska, others lie thou- 
sands of miles from any American port. 

If these resources are to be developed by the United States, either ind-pendently 
or in cooperation with other nations, the Federal Government should adopt a 
policy of increased participation in scientific exploration and experimental fishing. 
Some of the older fisheries which are showing signs of being overworked should be 
placed on a sound management basis. Since some major fisheries are beyond 
territorial waters, and many are shared with other nations, the responsibility 
for their development and utilization falls upon the Federal Government. * * * 

More effective development, cropping, and management of fishery resources— 
both ocean and inland—depend in part upon the provision of more adequate 
basic biological, statistical, and economic data. These activities must be made 
adequate to assure development of sound policies and effective administration. 

It is the opinion of the committee that the activity of the Federal Government 
is not sufficiently focused on these fishing problems. This may have resulted 
from combining the administration of fisheries with that of terrestrial wildlife 
in a single Federal agency. * * * 


B. SEPARATION OF FISHERY FUNCTIONS FROM THOSE CONCERNING WILDLIFE 


To accomplish more effectively the objectives of fish and wildlife conservation, 
the committee recommends that all basic Federal functions in fishery resources, 
now largely centered in the Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department of the 
Interior, be separated from those dealing with terrestrial wildlife, and that a 
Fisheries Service be established to handle the former, and a Wildlife Service the 
latter. Both agencies should be included in the Department of Natural Re- 
sources. Functionally and technologically there are important differences between 
the work performed by the Federal Government in aid of fish and wildlife con- 
servation. The fisheries work is concerned increasingly with ocean resources 
The problems of wildlife conservation are largely interwoven with those of land 
use and administration. The separation of fisheries functions from those con- 
cerned with wildlife should make possible a more sensitive administrative and 
legislative consideration of the problems in both areas. * * * 


D. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 


1. That the Federal functions dealing with fishery resources be consolidated in 
a Fisheries Service. 

2. That the other responsibilities of the Fish and Wildlife Service be placed 
under a Wildlife Service. 

3. That both the Fisheries Service and the Wildlife Service be placed in a 
Department of Natural Resources. 

4. That basic data and research activities of the Fisheries Service and the 
Wildlife Service be made adequate to assure the development of sound policies 
and effective administration. 

5. That the Federal Government give adequate attention to the need for sound 
development of fishery and wildlife resources and the needs of an expanding 
fisheries industry. 

6. That adequate provision be made for the coordination of the work of the 
two Services with each other and with other agencies of the Department of 
Natural Resources and other departments. 
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are additional phases of the report that bear on the legislation pending 
before this committee. I shall not burden you with all the details 
under appendix 15 beginning on page 221, but I do hope that this 
entire part of the the report can be incorporated in the record at this 
point. 

Thus the Task Force Committee, the one organization that studied 
this subject longer and more carefully than any group, recommended 
separation of the two functions by the establishment of a Fisheries 
Service and a Wildlife Service. Its recommendations are substantially 
what H. R. 11309 provides for. 

While the Hoover Commission did not adopt the task force report 
in full, they did adopt the principle that fisheries administration should 
be separated from wildlife administration. Recommendation No. 13, 
as contained in the March 1949 report of the Hoover Commission 
concerning the Department of Commerce, reads as follows: 


Then, beginning-on page 221 and extending through page 227 there 


The Commission recommends that all commercial fishery activities of the 
Department of the Interior be transferred to a Bureau of Commercial Fisheries 
in the Department of Commerce. 


Soon thereafter the National Fisheries Institure adopted a resolu- 
tion favoring the transfer of fishery functions to the Department of 
Commerce. At our last convention, however, our members reached 
the same conclusion that the Natural Resource Task Force Committee 
did—that a separate Fisheries Division or Service be established (since 
there is no Department of Natural Resources) within the Department 
of the Interior under the direction of the Secretary of the Interior. 

The task force report concludes with this brief but clear statement 
on page 226: 


SEPARATION OF FISHERY FUNCTIONS FROM THOSE CONCERNING WILDLIFI 


The committee recommends that the Federal functions dealing with fisheries, 
now combined with activities concerning terrestrial wildlife, be placed in a 
Fisheries Service located in a Department of Natural Resources. All activities 
concerned with wildlife would be continued in a Wildlife Service within the same 
Department. The committee believes that this separation will focus more 
adequate attention on fisheries problems and will facilitate the further develop- 
ment of sound programs and policies respecting the Nation’s fishery resources. 

Fishery and wildlife activities have been administered by the Fish and Wild- 
life Service of the Department of the Interior since the consolidation of the 
Bureau of the Biological Survey and the Bureau of Fisheries in 1940. Consolida- 
tion of these functions in a Fish and Wildlife Service has not facilitated efficient 
and economical administration. This administrative combination of dissimilar 
major functions has resulted in the neglect of the eommercial fishery phase of the 
responsibility. 

Fisheries are predominantly an ocean resource, whereas terrestrial wildlife is 
predominantly a land resource. Fishery problems deal with important basic 
industrial and commercial activities. Wildlife problems are largely concerned 
with recreation and noncommercial activities. The areas of common interest 
are much less important than the differences. 

The desirability of separating fishery functions from those concerned with 
terrestrial wildlife is emphasized by the following: 

1. Important fishery problems are increasingly related to ocean resources. 
The development and management of these resources often involve cooperation 
with other nations. Problems of this sort are far removed from those of land 
management and recreation with which most wildlife problems are concerned. 

2. Government functions dealing with commercial fishing, a productive food 
industry and a provider of trained seamen and ships, should be clearly identified 
and so organized that prompt authoritative action can be taken to mobilize the 
industry in times of national emergency. 
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3. Except as fisheries and terrestrial wildlife are both of recreational interest, 
the major functions dealing with each of these resources are of special concern to 
widely differing private interests and to different Federal agencies. The main 
functions concerning development, management, and utilization of ocean fisheries 
require close cooperation with the Departments of State and Commerce, food 
production and marketing agencies of the Department of Agriculture, and coastal 
States. Federal wildlife activities are intimately related to those of land use. 
Close cooperative relationships are maintained with State agencies and sports- 
men’s groups. Federal relationships are predominantly with land-use agencies. 

The committee is fully aware of the significance of the Federal functions 
relating to the recreational aspects of fishing. It believes that in order to view 
fishery resources and problems in their entirety the Federal sport fishing functions 
should be administered by the proposed Fisheries Service. Sport fishing is 
becoming increasingly dependent upon commercial fishery resources. 

I hesitate to take the time of the committee, but I do not believe 
there could be a better statement on what this bill is attempting to 
accomplish and the way the commercial industry feels about it. 

And now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to return to page 6 of my 
statement beginning with paragraph 2. 

We believe that a Commission whereby the members would serve 
for a 6-year period under staggered terms would provide the continuity 
of operation from year to year that has long been needed in fisheries 
administration. 

We think the proposal to transfer fishery functions from the De- 
partment of Agriculture, the Department of Commerce, and from any 
other Department or Agency as determined by the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget is wise legislation. 

We feel there will be no lack vf work for members of the United 
States Fisheries Commission, since in addition to making determina- 
tion of policy matters the Commissioners would undoubtedly be ap- 
pointed as Federal representatives on the six international fishery 
commissions already in existence and those additional international 
commissions that might be created in the future in which the United 
States Government participates. 

In conclusion, we believe H. R. 11309, S. 3275, and companion bills 
that have been or may be introduced in both Houses of Congress will, 
in a large measure, achieve the following objectives which the National 
Fisheries Institute seeks to accomplish: 

The separation of fishery functions from wildlife functions within 

the Department of the Interior. 
2. The upgrading of fisheries administration by the creation of the 
post of Assistant Secretary of the Interior for Fisheries and the estab- 
lishment of a commission, to be chairmaned by said Assistant Secre- 
tary, to determine fisheries policy matters. 

The transfer of all fisheries functions in the Fish and Wildlife 
Service to the proposed Fisheries Division under the direction of the 
Secretary of the Interior, and the transfer of fisheries functions from 
other departments after clearance through the Bureau of the Budget. 

4. A well-stated declaration of policy to carry out the functions 
heretofore outlined. 

We hope your committee will recommend favorable action to the 
House, and that legislation may be enacted before the close of the 
present Congress to accomplish the objectives set forth herein. 

If you do not mind I would like to add one or two things which I 
think may clarify the record some. Maybe I am in error ‘but if you 
would bear with me I have a few comments. 
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Yesterday Chairman Bonner inquired about the history of the con- 
solidation of the former Bureau of Fisheries with the former Bureau of 
Biological Survey. To the best of my memory, I believe this sugges- 
tion came from a group of citizens primarily concerned with the acd- 
ministration of wildfowl. You may recall a series of cartoons depict- 
ing the slaughter of wildfowl by the noted cartoonist and conservation- 
ist, Ding Darling. Mr. Darling joined forces with Mr. Tom Beck. 
publisher of Colhier’s Magazine and others. I believe ( ‘arl Shoemaker, 
who may be in the room now or later, may remember the details 
better than I do, but I believe it was their suggestion that there be a 
consolidation of the two functions. Their proposal fell on fertile 
ground with President Roosevelt. who as Governor of New York had 
created a conservation department including forestry, game, fish. 
and many other natural resources. Likewise, Secretary Ickes re- 
ceived the suggestion with enthusiasm. 

I do not believe a single fisheries man was consulted, either in the 
commercial field or the recreational field. but of course I may be mis- 
taken in this. As a matter of fact, the fisheries were not organized at 
that time, either sport or commer lal fisheries, and it was perhaps our 
own neglect that we did not make a strong case. In due course those 
of us administering the two agencies at the time were asked for our 
recommendations; as acting Commissioner of Fisheries I recommended 
against the consolidation. Afterward I learned that the Officials of 
the Biological Survey likewise recommended against consolidation. 
lt is needless to say that our recommendations did not prevail. | 
did not believe then, nor have ] believed since, or now. that much 
benefit was derived from the consolidation. 

Chairman Bonner also inquired whether the establishment of two 
enforcement services would not increase the expense of administra- 
tion. I would like to call your attention to the fact that the States 
have regulatory authority over their fisheries. and the expense of 
enforcement is borne by the States. There are a few exceptions, 
notably in Alaska, where the Fish and Wildlife Service does have 
regulatory authority, but the former Bureau of Fisheries had enforce- 
ment officers long before the consolidation, and although there 
may be some increase in staff now, I believe enforcement costs would 
not be greater than now. The Federa) black bass law is enforced 
through authority conferred by the Fish and Wildlife Service on 
State officers, and if there is any cost to the Federal Government. it is 
negligible. We worked out these cooperative agreements with the 
States in the Bureau of Fisheries. and commissioned as many State 
wardens as necessary to carry out the Federal law which involved 
interstate transportation. The Federal Government came into the 
picture only when there was a violation of a State lay coupled with a 
violation of the Federal law. I do not believe therefore, Chairman 
Bonner, that enforcement costs on fishery laws would materially 
change in the event of separation of fishery functions from wildlife 
functions, 

Within the past few years the number of Directors and Assistant 
Directors of the Fish and Wildlife Service have increased from 3 to 6. 
Today there are a Director, an Associate Director, two Assistant 
Directors, two assistants to the Director. Of the six. the Associate 
Director, Mr. Arnie Suoemla, a very well-qualified man. bas just 
been promoted to this post. He is a man trained in the fisheries 
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and I would assume will carry some of the fisheries work. One 
of the Assistant Directors is charged full time with fisheries work, 
and one of the special assistants to the Director is a trained fisheries 
man and will presumably spend most of his time on fisheries. 

A Commission of four, as proposed in this bill, therefore means an 
increase of only one additional official, and many of us would hope 
that the gentlemen now holding these posts might be promoted to the 
Commission. There would, of ¢ ourse, be the additional salar y for the 
Assistant Secretary for Fisheries, but I do not think anyone would 
challenge the need for or the importance of an additional fishery 
official considering the growing importance of the fisheries in all 
fields and particularly in ‘the ocean fisheries. 

There is one fisheries responsibility that the Secretary of Interior 
under this proposed law might find wise to handle through the same 
Fish and Wildlife Service unit that administers the Pittman-Robinson 
Act. Irefer to the Dingell-Johnson Act which imposes a tax on the 
manufacture of sport fishing equipment, said funds to be used in im- 
proving recreational fishing through a State cooperation plan, but the 
bill before you leaves these matters within the discretion of the Secre- 
tary of Interior, as I understand it. 

The Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service, Colonel Farley, for 
whom I have the greatest respect, is now serving on three international 
commissions: Chairman of the newly formed Great Lakes Fisheries 
Commission, member of the North Pacific Fisheries Commission, 
and member of the Tuna Commission. 

| think there has been some confusion on what are the responsibilities 
of the State Department and those of the Interior Department. 
While the State Department negotiates treaties, the administration is 

carried out by commissions and in some cases biological work is 
carried on by the staff of the Fish and Wildlife Service. ‘It has alw ays 
been the custom for an official of the Fish and Wildlife Service or the 
former Bureau of Fisheries to serve as the Federal representative on 
these various commissions, thus tying in the scientific work of the Fish 
and Wildlife Service with the work of the international commissions 
in which the United States participates. 

As I see it, gentlemen of the committee, we must not confuse the 
issue of increasing the level, uplifting the level of officials in the State 
Department with this bill which does not provide for anything of 
that sort. I think perhaps we in the industry have been too emphatic 
in presenting our case to you on the international situation. We are 
inclined to take the current problem and overemphasize it. I am 
afraid we have left you with the impression this bill is designed to 
create a higher post in the Department of State. 

As I read the bill it does not. It is something we would like to 
consider in the future in perhaps different legislation. This legislation 
is designed to set up a Fisheries Service and a Wildlife Service, each to 
help the other, with no desire to create conflicts, working under the 
Secretary of the Interior and in turn through an Assistant Secretary 
for Fisheries. 

I thank you and if I can answer any questions I will be happy to. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxkt. You being the topman and general manager of 
the National Fisheries Institute, I am sure you have all the answers 
to the questions that will be asked by the members of the committee. 

We intend to go back into session at 2 o’clock this afternoon. If 
anybody here has to get away early this afternoon, 
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name to the clerk of the committee so you will be able to be heard first 
when we resume hearings this afternoon at two. 

Mr. Dingell, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Dinaetu. | would prefer to defer to our distinguished chair- 
man. 

Mr. Bonner. You go ahead. 

Mr. Dinee.u. I am going to try to be as brief as possible. I have 
had a number of conversations with our distinguished witness here and 
I want to prefix anything I say by expressing my respect for him and 
admiration for his splendid testimony that he gave us today. 

You mentioned you have no criticism for the present Fish and 
Wildlife Service for the efforts it has made on behalf of commercial 
fisheries. 

Mr. Jackson. I did not mean it that way. I meant we were not 
criticizing the Wildlife section. I would like to make it plain that 
we did not eliminate the Wildlife people or the people interested in 
conservation of wildlife and fisheries. We merely were attacking our 
own problem and feeling that if the sports interests wanted to say 
anvthing, that they would make their own case. 

1 would like for that to be understood. We certainly are not 
fighting the sport fisheries or the wildfowl or any of the functions. I 
did not mean to say it is working satisfactorily. [ meant to say we 
have no complaint against a wildlife service. We believe there should 
be one. 

Mr. Dinaeit. You are not particularly concerned with the prob- 
lems that might be faced by such a wildlife service? 

Mr. Jackson. I feel the lead should be taken by those who are more 
concerned with that then the commercial fisheries. 

Mr. Dineeuy. Your people are not particularly concerned? 

Mr. Jackson. We are interested but we feel it is not our cause to 
carry the flag. We would greatly support the others. 

Mr. Dincexu. You are more interested in having an agency which 
would be principally concerned with the maximum production and the 
Maximum consumption? 

Mr. Jackson. Plus conservation. We do not like to be charged 
with not being a conservation agency. The commercial fisheries are 
just as much conservation as any agency in the United States. We 
are as concerned with perpetuating our business as the sportsmen 
are in perpetuating recreation. 

Mr. Dince.i. But you are more concerned with it than the man 
who will wet one single rod? 

Mr. Jackson. This bill provides for all fisheries and I think the 
sport fishermen, at least the thinking sport fishermen, would concur 
in that recommendation. There may be certain avenues where they 
would not concur, for instance as I pointed out in the Dingell-Johnson 
Act. I think they would feel that should be handled through the 
Wildlife Service. 

Mr. Dineeiy. You people are not averse to taking funds from this 
Dingell-Johnson Act to finance your maximum catch of fish for com- 
mercial use? 

Mr. Jackson. I believe I would have to defer to somebody who is 
better informed on that than I, but I suppose there are some fish being 
produced under that for commercial use. 

Mr. DinGeu. By a tax placed upon the individual sportsmen of 
this country. 
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Mr. Jackson. That is right, voluntary, to improve sport fishing as 
1 understand it. Maybe I am wrong. Maybe some hatcheries do 
produce fish taken for commercial use, but it would be minor. 

Mr. Dinceti. You people are willing to take the good but are not 
willing to take the bad. 

Mr. Jackson. No, certainly not. I do not think we need any of 
those funds to perpetuate the fishery resources; ours are mostly in the 
ocean where wise management is needed. 

“ie DinceLu. You make the bald statement at the bottom of page 
4 that— 


Consolidation of these functions in a Fish and Wildlife Service has not facilitiated 
efficient and economical administration. This administrative combination of 
dissimilar major functions has resulted in the neglect of the commercial fishery 
pase of the responsibility. 

Is that not just a bald statement unsupported by fact? 

Mr. Jackson. It so happens to be the statement—I quoted that 
from the Task Force on Natural Resources headed by Governor Miller 
of Wyoming. It is not my statement. I was quoting the one organi- 
zation that has given more study to these matters than any I know of. 

Mr. Dincety. You do not really know the truth or reliability of 
that. You merely take somebody’s statement. 

Mr. Jackson. I think it is correct, generally speaking, and I have 
had some experience in the field for 30 vears. 

Mr. Dincett. The main problems that beset your industry are 
tariff problems, problems of getting adequate risk capital, high wages 
and costs, the problem of scarcity of fish close to your production 
sources and marketing sources. Is that not a fact? 

Mr. Jackson. I would say it is a small number of our many problems 
which we believe setting up this Commission, they could study and 
recommend, it would still have to come through Congress. 

Mr. Dincetu. Those are the principal problems that beset your 
industry today? 

Mr. Jackson. I would not say so. There are many. 

Mr. Divce.u. Testimony of many of your people has said so and 
a number of sponsors of this legislation have said so. 

Mr. Jackson. There is no denial that those people concerned with 
competition with foreign production take that view. As for me and 
my organization, I have to tell you that our members are completely 
divided on that subject of tariff and I have been instructed not to 
take any side on that issue. I do not think the committee wants 
me to be— 

Mr. Dincetu. Let us ignore the subject of tariffs and talk about 
risk capital, high wages and costs and se arcity of fish close to your 
source of re fining. Is it not a fact those are the principal problems 
of your industry? 

Mr. Jackson. Again my organization would not agree with some 
of the other witnesses. We feel that there is some room where they 
should be helped but generally speaking the fishing industry has 
maintained its own economy and it has maintained its own inde- 
pendence in the good old-fashioned American system and the majority 
of our members, for instance, are opposed to Senator Magnuson’s 
other bill which would set up a fisheries stabilization corporation. 
Our group is opposed to that principle. We might favor—and my 
convention instructed me to work with our legislative committee 
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to study and try to propose legislation at the next Congress to give 
some relief for the building and repairing of fishing vessels having in 
mind the larger vessels like the trawler fleet in New England and the 
tuna boats, but we want to wait and study and recommend something 
that will not provide a free-for-all entry of many people who are not 
qualified to go into this industry 

Mr. Dincett. But the fact of the matter is those are very im- 
portant problems? 

Mr. Jackson. They are and I believe this bill would open the door 
to considering these problems. 

Mr. Dincety. Those are ver ry important problems which beset the 
industry. 

Mr. Jackson. Yes. 

Mr. Dincetu. Tariffs, high costs, high wages, problems of securing 
risk capital, scarcity of fish, those are problems, is that not correct? 

Mr. Jackson. Yes and no. 

Mr. Dincetu. We have agreed those are problems. Going a step 
further we are also, I believe, in agreement that this bill in no place 
mentions any of those problems, is that correct? 

Mr. Jackson. It does not have to mention it. 

Mr. DincEtt. It does not mention any of those problems at any 
page in the bill? 

Mr. Jackson. It does not mention a hundred other problems. 

Mr. Dincetu. That being the fact, that bill does, therefore, not 
attack any of these problems directly, is that not a fact, because it 
does not mention— 

Mr. Jackson. Not directly, but it says on page 13—-— 

Mr. DinGELL. Just give me a ves or no answer. 

Mr. Jackson. I think in fairness, Mr. Congressman, I would like 
to say it says ‘“‘the Secretary shall conduct continuing investigations, 
prepare and disseminate information, and make periodical reports to 
the public, President and Congress with respect to the following mat- 
ters and it lists many matters which would include the very ones you 
are talking about which would be an orderly recommendation that 
would come through Congress as it should. 

Mr. Dincetu. Your bill proposes to saddle this Government with 
another large administrative body, is that not a fact? 

Mr. Jackson. No, as a matter of fact, it proposes to divide and 
does not saddle it with another large organization. 1 do not view it 
that way. 

Mr. Dincexu. Are you prepared to tell us as you mentioned in 
your testimony that there will be only two officers, two new Govern- 
ment employees who will be required under this program? 

Mr. Jackson. I venture to say to you within the past 3 years what 
used to be the Fish and Wildlife was administered by a Director and 
two Assistant Directors now has a Director, an Associate Director, 
two Assistant Directors and two assistants to the Director. It has 
doubled from 3 to 6 already. 

Mr. DincGeEtu. From 3 to 6 high officers. 

Mr. Jackson. That is right. I contend that if you create a 
commission of four, you just have one additional man, not counting 
the Assistant Secretary, from the present staff. 

Mr. Dineeti. Why can we not operate within the framework of 
existing law and merely set up an Under Secretary of Interior in 
charge of conservation and let him handle your problems? 
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Mr. Jackson. I am not sure that the recreational interests would 
want that. I know some of them will testify. We should wait for 
their opinion. 

Mr. DinGett. I am asking for your opinion. 

Mr. Jackson. I would defer to the sportsmen. I would rather 
have their views on it. 

Mr. Dinceui. You would prefer to take no position? 

Mr. Jackson. Not at this time. 

Mr. DinceLi. You are prepared to take a position on this other 
aspect? 

Mr. Jackson. That is right. 

Mr. Dincetu. In other words, your position is one of no com- 
promise? 

Mr. Jackson. It is not at all. I prefer to wait for those who are 
more interested to state their case. I might even support their case, 
but I want to know what they want. 

Mr. Dincetu. You speak for the commercial users and you do not 
presume to make any mention of the problems that beset the sport 
fishermen, is that not right? 

Mr. Jackson. That is right. I am familiar with it and interested 
in it. 

Mr. Dincety. You are not concerned with the problems that face 
the sports fishermen at all? 

Mr. Jackson. Very much so. 

Mr. Dinceitu. No; you express no views on matters of interest 
to them. 

Mr. Jackson. I would have to disagree with you, sir, and I might 
when I find out what the interests of the sportsmen are, I might sup- 
port them. I am very much interested in recreational fisheries; I 
spent 12 years jointly administering commercial and sport, and I 
think I understand it and I am tremendously interested in it. 

Mr. Dince.tu. Your present concern and your present salary do 
not hinge on your representation of the sports fishermen. 

Mr. Jackson. That is why I think I should defer to them to make 
their case. 

Mr. Dincetu. No further questions. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxtr. Mr. Tollefson? 

Mr. To.tuterson. No questions except I am happy to have been 
here to hear the gentleman’s statement. 

Mr. Van Petr. On page 6 of your statement toward the bottom 
of the page: 

We think the proposal to transfer fishery functions from the Department of 
Agriculture— 
could you elaborate on that? 

Mr. Jackson. The bill provides for the transfer of fishery functions 
from Agriculture and Commerce and frankly I was opposed to that the 
way it was in the original bill, but in this new bill it says “‘through the 
Bureau of the Budget’? which I think is an orderly procedure. My 
personal opinion—and I think I speak for my organization—is there 
are some phases in agriculture that should not be transferred in our 
opinion. For instance, the collection, unless it is changed, collection 
of frozen fish holding statistics. It is a cooperative venture that 
works between Fish and Wildlife and Agriculture. No one would 
want to duplicate that. 
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In the transportation field I am inclined to think that the trans- 
portation field as now being handled by Agriculture can best be done 
by coordination between the Interior Department and Agriculture 
Department. I am merely saying those functions should be trans- 
ferred but within the judgment of the Bureau of the Budget who, 
after all, are experts and who understand the finances and inner 
workings of the various branches. 

Mr. VAN Petr. But so far as the inspection service itself, would 
you leave that with the Department of Agriculture as far as pure food 
statutes are concerned? 

Mr. Jackson. I would be content to leave it with the Bureau of 
the Budget who I think would be qualified to make that determination. 

Mr. Van Petr. That is all. 

Mr. Kiuczynsxr. Mr. Bonner. 

Mr. Bonner. I have great respect for your knowledge in this 
entire field. Tell me what the present Fish and Wildlife Service has 
failed to do. 

Mr. Jackson. I think the principal thing is that they have not 
been able to look after and visualize and appreciate the great problems 
confronting the fish industry. I think it could have been done better 
if we had had someone at the top level to whom we could have laid 
down our problems. Our weakness has been—and this includes the 
time that I was an official—we needed to get to the top level because 
there are so many problems involved between the Commerce Depart- 
ment and the Department of Agriculture that we almost needed 
someone at the secretary level in order to have our problems con- 
sidered. 

Mr. Bonner. I asked you the question—if there was a secretary 
in the Department of the Interior directly assigned to this agency, 
would that cure the trouble? 

Mr. Jackson. I think that it would. I think that would be very 
effective. I do not mean to say without the Commission. I think 
we need that. 

Mr. Bonner. He would have no other duty. He would be entirely 
delegated to the existing agency with their problems. 

Mr. Jackson. I think that it would ace omplish one of the objectives 
that we are seeking. 

Mr. Bonner. I am thinking along that line myself, Mr. Jackson. 
I am interested in the entire subject. I have great respect for your 
opinion. 

Tell me what accomplishment has been brought about by the 
Saltonstall activities. 

Mr. Jackson. I think they have done some wonderful work. I 
think by the time the 3 years are up they will make a record that can 
stand up anywhere. You mentioned it this morning, that the Salton- 
stall-Kennedy Act is administered by the Fish and Wildlife Service. 
There is an industry advisory committee whom they consult from 
time to time. There is no commission. I think you mentioned the 
word ‘‘commission.”’ 

Mr. Bonner. I had reference to the advisory committee. 

Mr. Jackson. Yes. I think that it has been a tremendous help and 
I thiak it has improved the situation, and as stated in 1949, I think 
some of the objectives that were stated in the task force committee 
have been accomplished with the use of the Saltonstall-Kennedy funds. 
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Mr. Bonner. Have they properly carried out the desired explora- 
tory service? 

Mr. Jackson. Within the time that they have had. You remember 
it has been going only about a year and a half. 

Mr. Bonner. That is right. 

Mr. Jackson. I can commend the Fish and Wildlife Service in 
highest terms for the administration. 

Mr. Bonner. Have they done what your industry wants them to 
do? 

Mr. Jackson. I think so. I think if the committee had time to 
have a report on the Fish and Wildlife Service it would be very, very 
effective. You would find that it covered many projects all over the 
United States. 

Mr. Bonner. In their field have they neglected to do something 
that your industry thinks they should have done? 

Mr. Jackson. Well, there are differences of opinion. 

Mr. Bonner. I understand. That is what we are here for. 

Mr. Jackson. Everybody would like more of the Saltonstall- 
Kennedy funds to be used on the projects that they are interested in. 
Naturally, there are some complaints. In the tuna industry they feel 
that more money should have been spent to investigate their tuna 
problems. Personally I feel that they have done very well. 

I hope that both Houses of Congress will try to make this permanent 
legislation. I hope the total amount of $5 million will be available 
per year, which would certainly relieve us of many problems, and lay 
down scientific investigations for the fisheries. 

Mr. Bonner. Now, if there were a secretary created for this 
specific purpose, would there still be need for the advisory committee 
that now operates under the Saltonstall-Kennedy setup? 

Mr. Jackson. I think the industry would not like it if they did not 
have an opportunity to at least advise, and since there is no pay 
involved except the transportation 

Mr. Bonner. Could that committee then function in the field that 
you desire—this Commission that is mentioned in this bill? 

Mr. Jackson. I do not think so because the Commission envisions 
four full-time employees. For instance, Mr. Farley is now serving on 
three international commissions. There are six commissions, and more 
cooking. I think he will readily admit, as I would, and as Mr. Day, 
the former Director, that those commissions take so much of his time 
that he does not really have enough time to carry on his full functions. 

These commissions would have four men and these men could spend 
a great deal of time on these commissions which are extremely impor- 
tant. 

Mr. Bonner. Now, if you had the Secretary on the proper level, 
and the Commission, you would not need the Saltonstall advisory 
group, would vou? 

Mr. Jackson. Well, I think you still would because there are two 
things involved. The advisory committee just gives the industry 
an opportunity to express its views. It costs the Government noth- 
ing, whereas the other would be a permanent setup with paid employ- 
ees who have definite full-time responsibilities. 

Mr. Bonner. Each one of the commissioners would be delegated to 
different groups that deal with these treaties. Where Mr. Farley has 

to spend so much of his time now, that could be divided up. 
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Mr. Jackson. Yes. 

Mr. Bonner. You could leave this agency as is and it would fune- 
tion satisfactorily to your industry? 

Mr. Jackson. Yes. As stated in this bill, creating a separate 
Fisheries Service. 

Mr. Bonner. But to leave the agency so that all branches of it 
would benefit under the secretarial level? 

Mr. Jackson. Well, I do not know what the other industry repre- 
sentatives will say. Are you saying you would suggest the Assistant 
Secretary be an Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife? 

Mr. Bonner. That is right. 

Mr. Jackson. I have not cleared that with my own members, so it 
does put me in a little embarrassing position. 

Mr. Bonner. I understand, but you are so familiar with this. I 
have high respect for your other members, but I must say you know 
more about this than your members know about it. You know more 
about it on a Government level and on Government operating. 

Mr. Jackson. Well, Mr. Chairman, I would say that provided 
there is a complete separation of fishery functions from wildlife fune- 
tions, I personally would not object to the Assistant Secretary for 
Fish and Wildlife. I think that would tend to coordinate the two 
functions. 

Mr. Bonner. You would feel we would have done something to put 
the whole subject now encompassed in the Department of the Interior 
on a higher level? 

Mr. Jackson. I think so. But I know that you are going to have 
witnesses from the recreational interests and I would like to have 
their views before I express something that they do not want. 

Mr. Bonner. This subcommittee, under the leadership of Mr. 
Kluezynski, is an efficient subcommittee and is interested in this 
matter. I am sitting here because I am especially interested in the 
subject myself. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kiuczynskr. Thank you, Mr. Jackson. 

I want vou to know that the National Fisheries Institute should 
be proud to have as their manager Charlie Jackson, who knows all 
the answers. 

Mr. Bonner. And we want to take this opportunity to thank 
the institute for the delightful entertainment they gave us in Florida 
and the opportunity to associate with the men who go down to sea 
and fish. 

Mr. Kiuczynskr. We just got permission of the Speaker to resume 
hearings at 2 o’clock this afternoon. 

Mr. Jackson. May I ask a question before I leave? I just want 
to ask is this committee at this time considering the educational bill, 
or will that come at a future date? 

Mr. Bonner. This is a pretty big bite at one time. 

Mr. Jackson. We would like to appear on the educational bill, 
if an when. 

Mr. Kiuczynski. We will recess now until 2 o’clock this afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 12.45 p. m. the committee recessed until 2 p. m.) 
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Mr. DinGE.t (presiding). The Subcommittee on Fisheries and 
Wildlife of the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee of the 
House of Representatives will now come to order. 

I believe that our first witness this afternoon will be Mr. Ernest 
Mitts, supervisor of conservation for the State of Florida. 

Will you come forward, Mr. Mitts? Do you have anybody you 
would like to sit beside you? 


STATEMENT OF ERNEST MITTS, SUPERVISOR OF CONSERVATION, 
STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Mirrs. No, sir; mine will be very brief, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am in a little different position 
that everyone who has ‘testified this morning. J am not representing 
industry, nor am IJ representing the sportsmen. In our State we have 
both. Both are very important to our economy. 

1 will say that we have our problems. First, I would like to say 
the Fish and Wildlife Service has been very good to our State t hrough 
the efforts of you Congressmen who have helpe <d promote that organi- 
zation. They have helped us on Red Tide and they have helped on 
our research work, and we are entirely satisfied with the work they 
have done. 

We feel that sports fishing in the State of Florida, the way we have 
grown in the past 5 years, is worth more to our State than anything 
else we have, and I wouldn’t want to be a part of anything that would 
affect or hurt our sports fishing. 

I see some of you smiling; I know everybody says when they come 
to Florida that they can’t catch any fish, but I would like to ask you 
to come down and we will help you catch some fish. 

Our State constitution sets it up that the director of conservation 
is authorized to supervise these sports fishermen and the commercial 
fishermen. Our State has grown, and as I said, we have a lot of 
problems that come up. Our industry is one of the biggest in the 
country, also, but in dollars and cents our sports fishermen outweigh 
it consider: ably. 

We had our attorney general’s office to cover this latest bill that 
Mr. Magnuson introduced and they so informed us that this bill 
would not affect our sports fishing in any way, which I am very, 
very much concerned with. 

In fact, I get accused at home of taking sides with the sports people. 
[ do feel that we are going to have to do something to elevate the 
fisheries of the whole country. I believe—and this is surely not a 
cure-all, but I do believe it is a step in the right direction. 

As I said before, we have been informed by the attorney general’s 
office that this bill would have no effect on the sports fishing. I 
believe that the United States Fish and Wildlife Service will not be 
hampered in any of their operations and | surely don’t think they 
should be. 

As I understand it now, they have two different people or experts in 
different operations just like the ‘vy are in most big departments, and I 
don’t believe it would change their operations at all. I do believe 
that this would be an opportunity to take a step in the right direction 
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to help the commercial interests of the country as a whole, which I 
am sure we are all concerned about, and needs to be done. 

Not being a cure-all, but I think we are in a position where we should 
take a step in a direction to correct some of our problems. I had 
hoped and I do hope that some of the sports people from some of the 
other areas will attend this meeting and make statements the way they 
feel about it. 

I have discussed it with some of the sports people down in our State, 
the ones that are most vitally interested, and they can’t see where it 
would affect the sports people at all. In fact, they feel there is a 
possibility that it might elevate the whole situation and might help 
everybody in the long run. 

As I said, we have several problems in our State between the sports 
and commercial people, but we feel we can take care of the sports issue 
on a local level; that is, if your Supreme Court up here will allow us 
to. We work out those problems down there. 

Now, representing the industry of the State of Florida, I feel this 
bill is in the right direction and | think it is at least worth a try. 

That is all 1 have to say. If anybody has any questions, I will be 
happy to try to answer them. 

Mr. Dinceuu. Mr. Seely-Brown? 

Mr. Srsty-Brown. No questions. 

Mr. Dineeiit. Mr. Bonner? 

The CHarRMAN. No questions. 

Mr. Dincetu. Mr. Van Pelt? 

Mr. Van Petr. No questions. 

Mr. Dineevu. Mr. Tollefson? 

Mr. ToLieFson. No questions. I didn’t hear his testimony. Iam 
sorry; I was late. 

Mr. Dinceui. Mr. Bartlett? 

Mr. Bartietr. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Dincetu. I want to thank you very much for your testimony, 
sir, and for appearing today with us. We appreciate it very much. 

Mr. Mirrs. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Dinceiu. Is Mary Schulman in the room? 

Would you give your full name? 


STATEMENT OF MARY SCHULMAN, ASSISTANT ATTORNEY 
GENERAL, STATE OF FLORIDA 


Miss ScuoutMAN. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I suppose you want me to sit down—or stand up? 

Mr. Dincetit. Whichever way you please. 

Miss Scuutman. My name is Mary Schulman, S-c-h-u-l-m-a-n. I 
am assistant attorney general for the State of Florida and handle all 
the fisheries matters for the State insofar as the attorney general’s 
office is concerned, all legal matters, and also serve on the advisory 
committee to the Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission and the 
Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission. 

I have heard so much about these fishery bills for the last few 
months, both in all the departments at the Federal level and among 
our Interstate Compact Commissions, and on the local level, and 
after hearing the testimony yesterday and today, and seeing the 
confusion that exists among the witnesses due to the many bills that 
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have been introduced, I wouldn’t be surprised if this committee is not 
almost as confused as I am. 

I have heard so many things read into this bill that we are now 
considering, and I might say, Mr. Chairman, that I hope to address 
my remarks to H. R. 11309, which is the Magnuson bill in the House, 
and also, I understand, the Magnuson bill in the Senate, and whatever 
I say will be addressed to that bill. 

I realize that the committee has been very patient with us and 
I hope to be as brief as possible. However, I do want to take a few 
of the important things in the bill and analyze them for you, and also 
attempt to make some comment on the questions that have been 
propounded by members of the committee during this almost 2 days 
of deliberations and hearings on this bill. 

As has been stated so many times—I almost hate to say it again— 
this bill proposes to establish for the first time a national fishery policy; 
that is, a policy prescribed and set up by the Congress of the United 
States. Needless to say, this is long overdue and it certainly has for a 
long time been needed. 

In this statement of policy, the Congress recognizes the importance 
of the fishing industry of the United States. In my state, I want to 
say that it is the third largest industry. You fine people from all over 
the United States help to make up our first industry, the tourist 
business, and our agriculture is second, and the fisheries are third. 

The sports fishing industry of our State, of course, is by far the 
largest. It is estimated that it means about $800 million a year to the 
State of Florida. Our commercial fishing industry is large. The 
largest part of our commercial fishing industry, of course, is the shrimp 
industry. The shrimp industry is engaged primarily in fishing on 
what we now call international waters, and which we are hoping to 
keep as international waters, even though some of our Latin American 
friends are trying to take them under their sovereign jurisdiction. 

This statement of policy makes no difference between the sports and 
commercial interests. If you read it very carefully, you will see that 
it talks about the recreation involved, the helpful and stimulating effect 
that it has upon our people from a recreational standpoint. 

It deals with our food supply. It deals with the overall national 
economy. It deals with the employment angle, and,sets up quite 
thoroughly, I think, an overall statement as to just what the fishing 
industry means to this country. 

I may be a little bit ahead of myself on the bill, but I want to 
stress the fact that this bill does keep together the sports and com- 
mercial fisheries at the national level. Today in the Fish and Wild- 
life service, the sports and commercial fisheries are handled together 
by that agency. : 

‘I think a part of the confusion, Mr. Chairman, has been brought 
about by the fact that the Wilson bill, which was one of the first bills 
introduced in this session of the Congress, attempted to split com- 
mercial fisheries off from sports fisheries, and also that bill attempted 
to transfer the fisheries to the Department of Commerce. 

That bill split the industry of the United States wide open. I might 
say that as far as Florida is concerned, we went on record as opposing 
that bill because before the Fish and Wildlife Service or the fisheries 
became a traveling circus and started going from one department of 
Government to another, we thought it ought to have a chance in the 
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Department of Interior by having an elevated and proper setup, so 
we went on record as opposing transferring it to Commerce. 

The second thing, we went on record as opposing a split in fisheries; 
that is, having commercial fisheries in one department of Government 
and sports fisheries in another. In fact, we felt. that they should be 
handled by the same agency and kept consolidated at the national 
level just like it is now. 

This bill that I am now speaking to does do that. There is nothing 
in this bill that separates the two. In this department, if we get it, 
naturally there will probably be a division set up by the policymaking 
Commission, and the Under Secretary, Assistant Secretary, to handle, 
say, this one handles the sports and then under that, you will have 
vour biology and so on and so forth. 

However, as far as putting them in separate departments, it does 
not. As far as a split is concerned, the only thing that I can see that 
is really split is that the wildlife will remain as is. There will be 
no change in the wildlife setup. 

Today, in your Department of Fisheries and Wildlife, you actually 
have two divisions. You have commercial fisheries and you have 
vour Chief of Commercial Fisheries, and you have your sports fisheries, 
and then vou have your wildlife over here with your wildlife biologists 
and vour turkey-hen biologist and so forth, so you have those differ- 
ent divisions in your Fish and Wildlife Service today. 

This bill does make provision for the Wildlife Department. In 
other words, it says that there will be a Wildlife Department and there 
will be a Director of the Wildlife Department and a Assistant Diree- 
tor, as the chairman read to the committee earlier today. 

I felt that that was quite a point of concern and some of the witnesses 
that have spoken during these hearings seem to think that that was 
just a commercial fisheries deal. If it was just a commercial fisheries 
deal and leaving the sports fisheries out, then Florida would certainly 
have to come in and object, and certainly all of Florida’s Congress- 
men, our eight Congressmen, wouldn’t have endorsed this bill because 
a great many of them depend on their reelection along the coastal 
counties and certainly Senator Smathers wouldn’t have endorsed the 
bill even before he had to come up for reelection here a few days ago. 

This bill, in my opinion, will help to give us the machinery that we 
need to help fisheries help itself. The first thing that it actually does 
is to establish two divisions. It establishes a Fishery Division, which 
is the administrative department, and the Administrator, we might 
say, would be the Assistant Secretary, a position created by this bill. 

The Fisheries Division would be somewhat similar to what we 
have now. After all, the Fish and Wildlife Service is nothing more 
than an administrative division. It has no policy-making power. 
Whenever a policy has to be made concerning fisheries or wildlife, 
you have to get out of the Fish and Wildlife Service Department to 
get it made, because that Department has no policymaking power. 

The Director does not sit at the council table. It has to go up 
to the Assistant Secretary who has charge of these things, and from 
there on to the Secretary. So your Fisheries Division from a prac- 
tical way of analyzing it and getting away from technicalities, be- 
cause we are dealing with the practic al situation and practical prob- 
lems throughout our fishing industry, I can’t see where the Fisheries 
Division such as set up would amount to much more than what we 
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is the policymaking body. He is the administrator, directly adminis- 
tering the fisheries, and also has something to say about the policies 
he administers. The thing is just the other way around today. You 
know, usually we have to go upstairs to get the policy and in this they 
kind of have to come down and talk to people who are supposed to 
know something about it in working up the policy. 

This Commission designated by the Congress as a policymaking 
body represents to me somewhat of a congressional mandate for this 
body to set the policy regardless of whoever else may have to approve 
it. It certainly would indicate that the C ongress wants this Commis- 
sion to have a big say-so in the fishery policies of this country. 

The question has come up here many times about how do you think 
this Commission is going to be able to be heard any more than the 
Director of Fish and Wildlife, and how will the policies framed by this 
Commission ever reach the Secretary or the White House or be given 
any better consideration? 

In the first place, I would rather take my chance with a 5-man 
Commission appointed under an act of the Congress, clothed with the 
policy making power granted it by the Congress, clothed with more or 
less a congressional mandate, than to try to sell my problem to the 
Secretary of Interior or to the White House, by somebody that is 
buried down in the depths of the Department like the Director of Fish 
and Wildlife or somebody like in the case of our present Assistant 
Secretary of Interior, who handles fisheries, and approximately 5 other 
great areas of Government under him. 

I make reference to this because I think, yesterday, Mr. Bonner, 
asked the question as to just what branches of Government came under 
the Assistant Secretary of Interior that also has Fish and Wildlife, so 
I checked on that and found that in addition to handling the fisheries 
and the wildlife, he also is the Chief of the National Parks, the Bureau 
of Land Management, the problems concerning Territories and island 
possessions and Indian affairs. 

The CuarrMan. What is left for the balance? 

Miss ScHULMAN. Those are the departments that the Assistant 
Secretary of Interior handles in addition to fisheries. 

The CHarrRMAN. What is the other one? 

Miss ScHuLMAN. Another thing that kind of stands out in my mind 
about this Commission is there are places in there 

The CHarrMAN. Does he have to make any speeches, this fellow? 

Miss ScHULMAN. Yes, sir. That is where a great portion of his 
time goes. 

The Cuarrman. This man you want to put in there, now, wouldn't 
have to make any speeches? 

Miss ScHuLMAN. If he does, he has four Commissioners there full 
time to study problems, with policymaking power equal to his. 

The CHarRMAN. He is sending them out to do the speechmaking? 

Miss SCHULMAN. Sometimes probably, but we will have five 
instead of one to do the speechmaking. 

The CHAIRMAN. You are going to have to listen to five. 

Miss ScHuLMAN. They will have more time, Mr. Bonner, to make 
speeches because they won’t have but one department of Govern- 
ment, whereas this fellow has five. 

Another thing, in one section of the law it provides that the Com- 
mission shall make an annual report to Congress concerning its 
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activities, and shall make the recommendation to Congress concerning 
additional legislation. 

That does not mean in that particular provision that the Commis- 
sion has to go through the Secretary of Interior in filing a report with 
the Congress of the United States. However, on other things it 
does go through the Secretary—that is on page 10—— 

The CHAIRMAN. You mean this man is going to file reports and 
make reports without conferring with the Secretary at all? 

Miss ScHULMAN. No. 

On page 10, item (i), line 12: 

The Commission shall make an annual report to the Congress with respect to its 


activities under this act and shall make such recommendations for additional 
legislation as it deems necessary. 


In all other places it provides that all reports shall be through the 
Secret ary. 

The CHatrmMan. This Commission doesn’t have to pay any at- 
tention to the Secretary? 

Miss ScHuLMAN. Yes, sir, it does. Except in making a report as 
to what it has done, its activities under this law, the Commission, 
which is composed of the Assistant Secretary and four members, 
may write up its report concerning its own activity, and its recom- 
mendation for legislation to try to improve itself or improve the 
situation. 

According to this, in other words, it is a direct report to the Con- 
gress. On other matters, according to the bill, the report is made to 
the President and the Congress through the Secretary, but as to a 
report on its activities—— 

The Cuarrman. Make one report to the President and one report 
to the Congress? Where are you going to do that? You have two 
different forms of re porting here. 

Miss ScHULMAN.. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Suppose he makes one report to the Congress 
and another report to the President and the Secretary? 

Miss ScHuLMAN. You mean being inconsistent? 

The CHarrMAN. I am just asking you. 

Miss ScoutMan. If we had a Commission that was that incon- 
sistent, I think we should have some provisions for removal in the 
bill. 

The CuatrMan. Don’t vou have it in here? You have that in it? 

Miss ScuutMan. No, I didn’t see anything in there about removal. 
[ suppose the general provisions of the law relating to removal would 
apply to this. 

The CHarrMan. It doesn’t say he shall not? It says: 

He shall make one report to the Congress and then he shall make another report 
to the President. 

Miss ScHULMAN. On certain matters, and then it goes on and 
analyzes, Mr. Bonner, the things that will be reported directly to 
the Congress and those that go through the Secretary or the President. 

The CHarrMAN. He makes the report directly to the Congress on 
legislation? 

Miss ScoutMAN. And the activities of the Commission. 

The CuHarrMAN. As it is now, legislation clears with the President’s 
budget. Are you going to leave the budget out in respect to this 
recommendation for legislation? 
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Miss ScuuLMAN. As far as the statute is concerned, yes, but insofar 
as a practical matter is concerned, you know how those things are 
made up; everybody is consulted, taken into consideration, and they 
finally get around to making up a report, but the idea that a lot of 
people have been thinking about is that in this country we are sup- 
posed to have this check-and-balance system of government. 

The CHArrRMAN. Oh, this is the check and balance? Is that what 
this is? 

Miss ScuuLMAN. It isa matter of getting to the Congress the report 
as to the real activities of the Commission that you create and with 
suggestions for improvement in legislation. 

The CHarrMan. Why is this, then, on page 10, that you make 1 re- 
port to the C ongress and then you make 1 report to the President and 
the Secretary? 

Miss ScHuLMAN. The report on the items listed in the bill that goes 
to the President and the Secretary can be made at any time, can be 
made every week or every day, whenever it is necessary to report. 

The CHarrMAN. That is because they are not busy or something 
and Congress is busy and you don’t report that often to Congress? 

Miss ScHuLMAN. It says to Congress and the President. They 
could be made every day on these things, fluctuations of various things 
that may arise momentarily, and so forth. These reports go through 
the Secretary. 

The CuHarrMaAn. You called to my attention something that I over- 
looked in here. 

Miss ScuutMAN. Of course, say we have a problem develop next 
week, we had this setup, and this Commission felt it was necessary to 
come to the President and the Congress for some kind of legislation 
or some kind of help. 

Now, an emergency faces us. Then that would have to clear the 
Secretary, come up through the channels and so forth, but when it 
comes to a long-considered annual report of the activities of that 
Commission over the year and its considered recommendations for 
legislation, then it can come in a report directly to the Congress of the 
United States. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. Could I ask a question in connection with 
what Mr. Bonner was saying? 

In your own department “of Florida, can you make a legislative 
proposal to your State legislature witht having it cleared by the 
attorney general? 

Miss ScHULMAN. Yes, sir; concerning my assignments, even appear 
before committees. 

Mr. Sre.ty-Brown. You could go directly yourself? 

Miss ScHuLMAN. You mean as far as I am concerned as a citizen? 

Mr. Seety-Brown. I am taking it just from the departmental 
setup. You could come in with an official recommendation as to your 
views without having to have them cleared first with your attorney 
general? 

Miss ScHuLMAN. I do every session; yes, sir. If I had to clear 
everything with the attorney general, he would not have time to do 
anything but listen to me. However, in this bill we are asking the 
Congress to clothe the Commission with this one authority, r egardless 
of old established channels of procedure. 

Mr. Totuierson. That has to do only with fisheries matters? 
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Miss ScoutMaNn. No. As far as my individual setup is concerned, 
I am legal adviser to 34 boards and commissions. I am in as bad a 
fix as the Assistant Secre tary of the Interior. 

The CHarrMAN. You have passed page 6, haven’t you? 

Miss ScoutMan. Mr. Bonner, I really don’t know what page 6 is. 

The CHarrmMan. What do you think the White House is going to 
say about this: 

One of such mem} rs shall be designated at the time of nomination as Chairman 
of the Commission and shall also administer the Fisheries Division as Assistant 
Secretary of Interior for Fisheries. Each such member shall hold office for a 
term of 5 years, 

That is the Assistant Secretary. What are you going to do about 
that? 

Miss ScuutMaAN. I don’t know what they will do about it. 

The CuarrmMan. If Mr. Nixon became President, do you think he 
would want to wait 5 years to have another Assistant Secretary? 

Miss ScHuLMAN. I don’t know, but you know we have some mighty 
fine Republican Senators and Congressmen on this. My one and 
only Republican Congressman from Florida thought it was all right. 

The CHarrMAN. I am just asking you at the bottom of page 6, 
naming an Assistant Secretary of Interior. It never has been that 
way. They are Presidential appointments and it would be a little 
presumptive on the part of the President to name him for 5 years, 
wouldn’t it? 

Miss ScHuLMAN. Yes, sir, but if he names him under this bill, he 
would be there for 5 years. 

The Cuarrman. No other place in the Government is an Assistant 
Secretary named for more than 4 years. 

Miss Scuutman. I think the fishing people take the position that 
this is more or less a career position or something that requires some 
experience and ability, and once you make an investment in a man, if 
he proves worthwhile they would like to keep him there at le ast 5 
years. 

The CHarrmMan. They have civil service for that purpose. You 
think, then, that this 5-year term should stay in here? 

Miss Scuutman. The only other way would be to stagger the terms 
of the four commissioners receiving 5-year appointments and have 
the Assistant Secretary, acting as chairman, serve at the pleasure of 
the President. Frankly, originally it was 6 years, in one of the 
earlier bills. It has been reduced. Before it is through it may be 
reduced further. 

The CuatrMan. I wouldn’t be surprised. 

Miss ScouLMAN. One of the reasons for the 5-year deal, though, is 
to work up this staggered term. 

The CHatrMan. That is not a new deal. You say this deal? 
What deal is it? 

Miss ScHutMAN. This is one that hasn’t got a brand yet. 

The CHarrMAN,. It is 5 years? 

Miss ScHuLMAN. Yes, sir. Usually when you create a Commission 
and stagger the terms, it runs anywhere from 5 to 6 years in order to 
stagger them. This is one way they are like Senators with one-third 
of the Senate elected every 2 years for 6 years. I think they were 
thinking along those lines. 
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I want to be brief about this. If you have any questions you want 
to ask me, just interrupt me, because I know you are anxious to get 
this over with, and I am, too. 

I think that this bill provides a more direct channel or means for 
solving the industry problems, and I want to point out to vou briefly 
the present chain of command in the Fish and Wildlife Service, just 
dealing only with these so-called Chiefs in the Department. 

If a member of the staff of the Fish and Wildlife Service becomes 
aware of a problem, let’s say one that is under the jurisdiction of the 
Commercial Fisheries Division, then if he is down at a meeting—and 
we frequently have some of the men at our interstate meetings, com- 
pact commission meetings, and other fishery group meetings, and 
there we present our problems to him. Then he has to come back 
and discuss the thing with the Chief of the branch of Commercial 
Fisheries—who is very busy, as you can see—and with the whole 
United States, to trot around in attending all these meetings, some- 
times there is quite a delay before there can be a consideration of this 
problem that is brought up by a member of the staff. If it is a Bio- 
logical matter in the commercial fisheries, the chief of commercial 
fishing has to take it up with the chief of the Biological Division. 

Then after he gets through analyzing it and going over it thoroughly, 
it has to go to the Associate or Assistant Director of Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and there it may rest for a while and then finally it gets up 
to the Director of Fish and Wildlife Service, and, as Mr. Jackson told 
vou this morning, he is on these various commissions and things, and 
his time is very much taken on so many things until he almost needs 
50 hours a day to get around to considering the problems that come 
before him. 

Finally, when he can get time to take the problem up it goes up to 
the Assistant Secretary “of Interior, who has all these other depart- 
ments and divisions to think about, and to work with, and when you 
get to him, vou may finally get up to the Secretary of the Interior, 
himself; so that is the chain of command. It comes back down about 
the same w ay. 

It is like if you were going to another town. If you had to go 1 
mile you would get there a lot quicker than if you had to go 1,000 
miles. 

Mr. Dineeitu. How would the present bill change the complexity 
of the chain of command? 

Miss ScHuLMAN. In the first place, you will have an Assistant 
Secretary, the chairman of the thing, that should have more time to 
hear the fishery problems and take them direc tly to the Secretary, if 
hecessary. 

It is almost impossible now to get an appointment with the Assistant 
Secretary handling fisheries, and few people would even try to get 
one with the Secretary himself. 

Mr. Dinceuu. Won’t the practical effect of this be to install in 
addition to this already overburdened chain of command that you 
mentioned an additional two stops that you will have to go through, 

Fisheries Commission and another Assistant Secretary? 

Miss ScuouLMAN. No. You will have an Assistant Secretary as 
a part of the Commission. From the administrative standpoint the 
Assistant Secretary with only fisheries to take care of should be able 
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to hear the fisheries problems and he will have his advisers and experts 
that can sit in on the thing. 

When he needs a policy made, he takes it up with his Commission 
that can help to formulate policy. Then, of course, it goes up to the 
Secretary, but I would rather take a chance on the five-man policy 
making Commission selling my problems to the Secretary than the 
way it is now. 

Mr. DinceEtt. In other words, you want five salesmen instead of 
one in the Department? 

Miss ScHuLMAN. Yes, sir; that is what we need. We are in that 
bad a fix. We need five of them to kind of get us over the hump. 

Mr. Dinceti. Won’t your problem reaching the Assistant Secretary 
still be the same that it is today? 

Miss ScoutMan. No; I don’t think so. If it is it will be the fault 
of the individual and not of the Jegal setup. I have been working with 
this fisheries thing now about 10 years at all levels and I have worked 
with the Directors up here as they come and go and the others, and I 
feel quite friendly to most of the people in the Department of Interior. 

The CuatrMan. How do you get along with Charley Jackson? 

Miss ScHULMAN. Quite well, and | am even on speaking terms 
with some of the folks over in the State Department. 

This thing we have studied from every angle and this isn’t the first 
bill. As you know, it has been drafted after lots of thinking, meetings, 
and hearings including the first lengthy Senate bearings on fishery 
bills. We worried with it for, I would say, over a period of 2 years 
now, thinking about what we could do to improve our lot at the 
national level. 

Mr. Dinceiy. Let me ask you this question now: Are you speaking 
as a representative of the State of Florida, or are you speaking to us 
as a representative of the fishing industry? 

Miss ScoutMan. The State Board of Conservation of the State of 
Florida does a little more for its industry than some of the States. 
By that I mean we go all out for our sports industry and for our com- 
mercial fishing industry. We almost take on the capacity of a trade 
organization as well as a governmental organization, and when there 
is something to be done to help our fishing industry down there, we 
do it regardless of what it is; and the legislature goes along with it, 
the cabinet, en wes iovernor, and the legislators kee »ps appropriating 
the money for it, and as long as they do, we are going to keep trying 
to take care of al of our fishing interest down there in Florida. 

Mr. Dinceiu. We are going to have to turn this matter over to the 
State of Florida. 

We have gone into this thing at considerable length. How is this 
going to help you bypass the State Department, and how is this 
going to help you bypass the Secretary of the Interior and the Tariff 
Commission in some of these approaches to the problem? 

Miss ScHuLMAN. It goes back to the thing that we hope that this 
Commission, a full-time Commission, with a Chairman that has some 
standing, will have more prestige and have a little better listening 
audience when problems come up that should be heard by the Secre- 
tary or by people even over the Secretary. 

Knowing from a practical standpoint the way the Government 
operates, I “feel that they will have a better listening audience. I know 
this: If the attorney general of Florida was fixing to make some 
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solicy, he wouldn’t call in the maid or the janitor to help him formu- 
ate that policy. He would call in his top-ranking assistants to discuss 
it with him whether they knew anything about the specific problem 
or not. 

If the Governor was going to formulate a policy or make a decision, 
he would call in his top- ranking people. If the Secretary of the 
Interior wants to make a policy on fisheries, I think an Assistant 
Secretary charged with nothing to do but handle fishery problems 
would not only be a better salesman than someone overloaded with 
every other kind of subjects but also command more attention than 
a staff member far down in the ranks. 

Mr. DincGety. You don’t allege that that is happening in the Fish 
and Wildlife Service in the Department of the Interior today, do you, 
ma’am? 

Miss ScHULMAN. I don’t think that they are called in very much. 

Mr. Barrietrr. May I ask a question? 

Mr. DINGELL. Yes. 

Mr. Bartuerr. As a matter of practical effect, don’t you think the 
Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service has anything to do with the 
making of policy? 

Miss ScHuLMAN. No, sir, I really don’t, and I will tell you why. 
We have so many problems go up and so many problems are taken 
under advisement, and it is an awful long time before you get a 
decision on a thing that has to go on up. I am advised by the people 
in the De ‘partment that they don’t have any polic, ymaking power that 
they don’t sit at the council table where the policies are made, that 
operate strictly more or less under a handed down departmental 
policy which is very restricted. 

Actually, the Fish and Wildlife Service confines itself primarily to 
biological investigations, and biological studies, and as to all these 
other. problems that have been brought up about your tariffs and 
your imports, and this, that and the other, you hardly get those 
people to even talk to you about them, because it is a controversial 
thing. They stay fairly clear of those problems. 

I will give you another example. You are talking about the inter- 
national situation. Today a great part of our hope lies in the hands 
of the International Law Commission that is now meeting in Geneva. 
That Commission was, of course, appointed by the United Nations 
several years ago, and has been studying fishery problems, Continen- 
tal Shelf, territorial wate rs, and all that stuff, with the idea of re writing 
international law and giving us a better vehicle on which to travel 
to solve some of our high seas fishery problems. 

When the State Department was considering the first report of the 
International Law Commission, the State Department invited several 
of us in from around the Nation to talk with them about the thing 
and how each individual article would affect this segment of the indus- 
try, and that segment of the industry, and the other. So we came 
up here 2 or 3 times. 

We had at least a half dozen conferences from time to time during 
these years on this particular problem. Finally, the State Depart- 
ment shaped up its position on this thing and I was very pleased to 
see that when the report or United States comments finally came out, 
the State Department had actually taken into consideration the indus- 
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try of the United States and had worked this thing out in such a way 
that we all can actually live under it. 

That is the position the United States has taken. Those com- 
ments have gone to the International Law Commission, as from all 
the other governments. Today they are meeting in Geneva. They 
will be in session until about June 29. 

1 asked this morning a member of the Fish and Wildlife Service 
as to whether or not the Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department 
of the Interior, our only Federal fishery organization, supposed to 
know something about fisheries, all the segments of the fishing indus- 
try of this country, and what needs to be done to help it in every 
way, did the Department of the Interior have a single person at that 
all-important conference that is taking place in Geneva, and the answer 
was ‘“‘No.” 

If this bill was law, it would be the duty of the Secretary of State 
to have appointed a member of this Commission, whether it be the 
Assistant Secretary or a member of the Commission, to be sitting 
over there at that conference as a delegate, not as an adviser. 

Mr. Dincett. Do you think that that one mere defect justifies 
the passing of a whole bill as broad as this? 

Miss Scuutman. I think the points I mentioned are all major 
points that give merit to the bill. 

Mr. Dinceiu. Let me ask you this question: The previous witness 
on this stand was Mr. Mitts, who is supervisor of conservation. Do 
vou subscribe to his testimony? 

Miss Scututman. Yes, and I know what you are talking about. 
Mr. Mitts said that he didn’t think this bill would have any ill effect 
on our sports fisheries. He is right. Our sports fisheries practically 
all lie within the territorial waters of the State of Florida. 

They are regulated by the State. What little is done to help them 
is done by the State with very little exception. 

Mr. Dinceti. That wasn’t the point I was making. Do you sub- 
scribe to his testimony, though? He is also an officer of the State 
of Florida. 

Miss ScuuLMANn. Certainly I do. 

Mr. Dinceuu. He said that he has no complaint, speaking for the 
State of Florida, with the way the Fish and Wildlife Service is function- 
ing. 

Miss ScutuLMAN. He has no complaint with what they have done 
for us. We are proud of it and appreciate it, and we hope they will 
not only do that much in the future, but do better. 

Mr. DINGELL. So you propose to do away with the Fish and Wildlife 
Service altogether? 

Miss SchutMAN. No, not the Fish and Wildlife Service. You don’t 
do away with the Fish and Wildlife Service. You are elevating fisheries 
to a place i in the Department of the Interior. The Fish and Wildlife 
Service is merely a little branch buried in the Department of the 
Interior. 

Mr. Dince.u. Would you have any objections to just elevating the 
whole branch and not separating the fisheries? 

Miss ScuuLMan. If the passage of this bill hinged on whether or not 
fisheries was split from wildlife, certainly I would be happy to see 
fisheries and wildlife elevated to a respectable place in the Department 
of the Interior. 
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Mr. DincGe.tu. You mentioned along that line that you favored the 
elevation of the Fish and Wildlife Service, as a matter of fact, at the 
time when an earlier bill was introduced. 

Miss ScuutMan. No. I said that the Wilson bill was to split the 
commercial fisheries away from the sports fisheries and transfer 
commercial fisheries to Commerce, and Florida objects to that. We 
want to keep the sports and commercial fisheries together in the same 
department of Government. 

Mr. Dince tu. The general problems that beset your industry down 
there are lack of risk capital—— 

Miss ScuutMAN. No, we are not asking for the Government to 
subsidize us. 

Mr. Dineett. I am not offering you a subsidy. I just say the 
points that I mentioned are gene rally these and these, were the points 
that were raised by others who spoke on behalf of the bill. One of the 
problems was risk capital. 

Another was high cost. Still another was the fact that there is an 
unfavorable tariff structure. Are these generally the problems that 
beset your industry down there? 

Miss ScHULMAN. Some of our fishermen are fussing about the 
imports and they explain it this way. 

Mr. DinGELL. Just answer me yes or no, please. 

Miss ScHuLMAN. The problems confronting the fishing industry 
are fairly general. 

Mr. DineeEtui. Do this for me. Answer this question: Generally, 
those are the problems that beset your industry, those and the fact 
that fish are becoming scarce and further away from the processing 
plants; isn’t that a fact? 

Miss ScHULMAN. Yes, further away from the processing plants, 
our shrimp industry; yes. 

Mr. Dincetu. Those are the problems that beset your people 
down there, and nowhere in this bill is any one of those specific prob- 
lems mentioned. 

Miss ScHULMAN. It doesn’t have to be. It provides an agency 
that can take care of it, or at least work more efficiently with the 
other necessary departments of government to take care of them. 

Mr. DinGe.u. Just answer me yes or no. Nowhere in this bill 
are those specific problems mentioned; isn’t that a fact? 

Miss ScHULMAN. Yes. I would put it this way. You create a 
division to handle all fisheries 

Mr. DinceEtt. Will you tell me where any one of those problems is 
specifically mentioned now? 

Miss ScouLMaN. I think that it would be poor drafting of a bill to 
place in this bill that type of thing. I think that you give a Commis- 
sion or whoever is going to administer this thing the fisheries and you 
have to have some gene eralities there because things are going to come 
up that you don’t anticipate. 

Mr. See.y-Brown. Doesn’t it tie in, too, with the statement of 
policy of the bill? That is the real answer. 

Miss ScHuLAMN. It covers everything. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. “In order to strengthen the fishing segment of 
our national economy.” 

Miss ScHULMAN. Yes, sir; and it is covered over there in section 3 
relating to the functions and the powers and duties of the Fish and 
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Wildlife as determined by the Secretary, et cetera. Anything con- 
nected with fisheries, regardless of what the problem is, is a proper 
subject for consideration by this Commission. 

Mr. Dince tt. If you were trying to solve the problem about hoof- 
and-mouth diseases, wouldn’t you mention hoof and mouth somewhere 
in the bill? 

Miss Scuutman. No, sir. If the Department of Agriculture has 
jurisdiction over those kinds of things, it doesn’t need that. Whether 
it is the hoof-and-mouth disease or the Mediterranean fruitfly, it can 
come in and try to do something to protect our industry. Just because 
some pest or perhaps a heretofore unknown disease occurs that is not 
mentioned in present laws the Department of Agriculture would not be 
precluded from doing something to protect agriculture or other subjects 
under its jurisdiction. 

Mr. Dince tt. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Seely-Brown? 

Mr. Srrety-Brown. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Dincetu. Mr. Bartlett? 

Mr. Bartuerr. No, sir. 

Mr. Dinceti. Thank you very much. 

Miss Scuutman. Is there any question about the international 
situation? I thought for sure 1 was going to get a chance to talk 
about the State Department. 

Mr. ToLtterson. Miss Schulman testified with respect to the sepa- 
ration of commercial from sports fisheries or vice versa, and took the 
position that they should not be separated. I want to concur in that 
position for one very good reason, namely, that out in the Pacific 
Northwest we have a big fishery, the salmon fishery, which is our 
most important commercial fishery, and perhaps our most important 
sports fishery, too, and I, for one, would not like to see a separation 
of the sports fishery function from the commercial fishery functions. 
| don’t see how it could be done in connection with that one fishery. 

Mr. Dincetu. The next witness is Mr. Jeff Kibre. 

Would vou give your full name? 


STATEMENT OF JEFF KIBRE, WASHINGTON REPRESENTATIVE, 
INTERNATIONAL LONGSHOREMEN’S AND WAREHOUSEMEN’S 
UNION 


Mr. Kisre. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Jeff Kibre. I am the Washington representative of the 
International Longshoremen’s and Warehousemen’s Union. I am 
appearing here today in behalf of our Fisheries Division, which takes 
in approximately 7,300 fishermen and shore workers along the west 
coast, from San Dicee to Alaska. 

I might add that before I took over my present position here in 
Washington some 3 vears ago, I had some 12 years’ experience in the 
west coast fishing industry, in practically every phase of the west 
coast fishing industry. 

We want to direct our testimony in this hearing to the most recent 
in a long series of bills pending before this committee. Specifically, 
we favor the enactment of H. R. 11309, a counterpart of the measure 
reported unanimously by the Senate Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce Committee on May 17. 
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In urging prompt and favorable action on this measure we want to 
make it clear that we do not regard it as a complete answer or panacea 
for the problems of the fishermen, the processing workers, or the 
industry itself. We favor this legislation as a substantial step forward 
in helping the industry to help itself. 

I want to deal briefly with the background of this legislation and 
what we think it will accomplish, and [ want to skip over that par- 
ticular section of my statement here in the interest of time. 

I just want to point out that over a period of a good many months 
a number of us have worked at the job of trying to perfect a bill 
which we wanted to see achieve certain minimum objec tives. 

We tried to perfect a bill behind which all of the various interests of 
the industry could unite, and it has been that kind of a process which 
has gone on here in the last 3 or 4 months, since the introduction of 
the first bills on this particular subject. We think that the com- 
mittee itself should give consideration to the fact that practically 
every major segment of the industry is united at least behind this 
particular bill. 

In saving that, I want to make it clear that we do not say that this 
is the complete program on behalf of the fishermen, but we are pre- 
pared and are happy to join with the other segments of the industry 
in supporting this particular bill as a partial answer to the problems 
of the fishermen and the other workers in the industry. 

What I would like to deal with very briefly are the three main 
proposals which are contained in this measure. That is the section 
which sets up a statement of policy, the section which establishes a 
United States Fisheries Commission, and the third section which, in 
effect. reorganizes to some extent the present Fish and Wildlife Service 
within the Department of the Interior, and I would like to discuss 
those three major sections from the standpoint of what we think 
they will accomplish. 

First, with reference to the declaration of policy, which is embodied 
in this bill, we feel that the. time is more than ripe for a strong state- 
ment of policy on the part of the Congress with reference to the 
importance of the fishing industry. 

Such a statement is needed not only as a reminder of the part that 
this industry plays in the national welfare but also for its value in 
stimulating a long-range program to improve the status of the industry. 

The fishing industry has traditionally been an important source of 
low-cost protein food. The prospects are that the industry will take 
on added significance in the future. Many food experts, particularly 
those associated with the food and agriculture organization, point to 
a coming scarcity of food; they urge increased attention to the food 
resources of the oceans. 

It would be tragic for the future of this country if we permitted 
temporary surpluses of food to blind us to the need to preserve our 
fishing industry as the best guaranty that our coastal fish resources, 
and other resources of the high seas presently harvested by our 
fleets will be available to us w hen needed as part of our food supply. 

There is another aspect of the fishing industry which needs emphasis. 
The fishing fleet has proven itself as a vital adjunct to our national 
defense. It has been a source of trained manpower for the Navy and 
merchant marine. It has provided a large number of vessels for 
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emergency use by the Navy. Moreover, the fishing fleet itself served 
during the last war as a sort of auxiliary coastal patrol. 

In addition to these basic considerations, fishery resources offer a 
valuable form of recreation to millions of our citizens. Meanwhile, 
however, the encroachments of industrialization have seriously im- 
paired, as well as destroyed, many of the important fisheries. 

Only the strongest kind of countermeasures will preserve our remain- 
ing resources and offer an opportunity to rebuild those which have 
been seriously depleted or virtually destroyed. 

The statement of policy in H. R. 11309 is more than a recitial of 
these facts; it can also serve as the basis for setting into motion a 
positive and affirmative national policy. 

Above all, it will remind the people that the fisheries must be pre- 
served and expanded. ‘This should help to make easier the work of 
the Federal and State agencies concerned with fisheries. It will 
also help to give a sense of perspective with regard to implementing 
any program that may come out of this Congress. 

Another important result will be an improvement in the morale of 
the several hundred thousand workers who make the industry pos- 
sible. They will gain a new sense of the importance of this industry. 
They will feel that the Congress is concerned with their welfare and 
wants to see something done to improve the industry, and certainly 
anything that improves the morale of the workers in this industry is 
bound to give rise to a greater sense of determination in solving the 
manifold ills now besetting the industry. 

Moreover, we feel that the statement of policy will serve a useful 
purpose within the executive branch of Government. It will undoubt- 
edly provide a new incentive for the many hardworking and conscien- 
tious people within the Fish and Wildlife Service. It may also help to 
shake loose some new thinking at the top levels where long-range trade 
and other policies are formulated. 

Finally, we think that this statement of policy will serve a much- 
needed purpose with regard to foreign policies as they affect fisheries. 
It will put other nations on notice “that the Congress of the United 
States is determined to preserve and stimulate a strong, prosperous, 
efficient and thriving fishery and fish-processing industry. 

This, in turn, may help to bring about a better basis for sound 
collective bargaining when it comes to the interests of our domestic 
fishermen and our ‘far-ranging fleets, and by collective bargaining 
there, [ mean international collective bargaining. 

Now, we come to the next main proposal in the bill, the establish- 
ment of a Fisheries Division. The proposed Fisheries Division ac- 
complishes one of the basic objectives sought by all interests within the 
industry. It will not tear down nor upset the existing Fish and Wild- 
life Service. On the contrary, it will increase the stature of the 
fisheries service within the Department of the Interior. It will give 
the service a better opportunity to fulfill the objectives enunciated in 
the statement of policy. 

We don’t bank on the idea that an Assistent Secretary of the In- 
terior for Fisheries will mean any sudden or revolutionary changes, or 
any sudden solutions of a lot of complex proble ms, but we do fe el that 
this will give the service and the industry a voice at the top levels 
where the executive authority and policy are determined. 





NATIONAL POLICY FOR COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 153 


We are hopeful that by a process of continuous pounding on policy 
and program, an Assistant Secretary will gradually make known the 
basic needs and interests of the industry. 

It is also important to note that the new division will not separate 
commercial and recreational fishing activities. All of the functions, 
powers, duties and authority of the Fish and Wildlife Service rel: ating 
primarily to fish, fisheries, whales, hair seals, and sea lions and rel: ited 
matters will be transferred to the new division. The only change is to 
be found in the separation of the Wildlife Service. This agency will 
continue as presently constituted. 

As to the next main proposal, the Fisheries Commission, we feel 
that there is a definite need, based on the characteristics of the in- 
dustry, for the type of Commission as proposed under H. R. 11309. 
The Commission setup has for many years been part of many agencies 
handling fishery management work at the State and international 
levels. 

For example, in the State of California we find a fish and game com- 
mission which is charged with formulating basic policies. In turn, 
these policies are carried out on the administrative side by a division 
of fish and game. 

We also call attention to the excellent job performed by the Inter- 
national Halibut Commission in rehabilitating this important fishery. 
A similar job has been performed by the Salmon Commission. Fish- 
ermen have come to have confidence in fishery commissions as policy- 
making bodies. 

In our opinion, the proposed Fisheries Commission will create a 
sound basis for the formulating of long-range policies for manage- 
ment of our fishery resources. Such long-range policies are indis- 
pensable in the field of conservation. Moreover, we feel that the 
establishment of the Commission will help to guarantee that the 
administrative staff will not become completely absorbed in the 
handling of the many immediate problems of the industry. 

Of the greatest importance, we are hopeful that the Commission 
will also help to set in motion policies calculated to solve some of our 
economic problems. Under the authority granted it, the Commission 
will be in a position to assemble data on imports, on the competitive 
status of the various operations, and make recommendations to the 
several agencies and the Congress. 

This may not bring overnight results, but it should certainly 
reinforce the many demands for relief and give fishermen a louder 
and more authoritative voice at the top levels and before the bar of 
public opinion. 

Now, I want to get down to my windup. As I said at the outset, 
we do not want to create any illusions that we regard the legislation 
embodied in H. R. 11309 as a cure-all. Nor do we see it as an answer 
to many of the hardships which our fishermen are presently suffering. 
We say that this legislation is a step in the right direction. 

We have urged, and shall continue to urge, that Congress go much 
further. For example, we have long insisted that fishermen, as 
producers, should be provided with Government service approximately 
equal to that accorded farmers. 

Some comparative figures will illustrate what we mean. In 1954 
the average fisherman got the benefit of $51.42 in Federal expenditures; 
during the same year the average farmer received help in the amount 
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of $267.79. The ratio of Federal expenditures between fishermen and 
farmers was $1 to $5.24. In other words, farmers received more than 
five times as much Federal service. 

We don’t object to what the farmers got. We say that is fine. 
We want the same thing. 

One of the results of this disparity in service is shown by compara- 
tive figures on productivity. In 1940 the average fisherman out- 
produced the average farmer 47,000 pounds to 34,500 pounds. How- 
ever, by 1953 ferners were ahead of fishermen 68,133 pounds to 
42,200 pounds. The significant point here is the tremendous increase 
in productivity of farmers. Undoubtedly this is largely a result of 
Federal research, experimentation, assistance of mechanization, et 
cetera. 

What we ask, in effect, is not for any special favors; we merely ask 
that fishermen, as important food producers, be provided with an 
equal break. We ask that our industry be placed in a position to 
compete on equal terms with other segments of the domestic food 
industry. 

This is one of our basic objectives. For the time being, we recog- 
nize the value of joining with all other segments of the industry in 
urging favorable action on H. R. 11309. In taking this action, we 
are hopeful that the unity brought about in recent months will help 
to create more favorable conditions for the implementation of the 
program embodied in H. R. 11309. 

Finally, we would like to stress the fact that H. R. 11309 was per- 
fected with a view toward overcoming objections made by spokesmen 
for the administration. We have tried to overcome most of the 
objections. We feel that we have met and resolved every issue of 
merit. 

That would not go to the matter of technical details, but we feel 
that we have resolved every substantive issue of merit. At the same 
time, we are not prepared to make this legislation conform 100 percent 
to the ideas expressed by some representatives of executive agencies. 
We do not intend that the present situation shall be perpetuated. 
We are frankly advocating a new deal, but a new deal within the 
framework of sound governmental programs. 

It is true that this legislation may slightly expand the machinery of 
Government and call for a few additional dollars. In connection with 
this point, we call attention to the fact that in recent years our 
Government has subsidized foreign fishery operations with millions 
and millions of dollars. 

We are not objecting to the need for these expenditures. But we 
do say it is time to provide a little help here at home. We also say 
that the failure to invest a few dollars now may ultimately cost the 
American taxpayer far more in the future. We strongly urge im- 
mediate and favorable action on H. R. 11309. 

I would certainly be happy to do my best in answering any questions 
that may be asked by the members of the committee. 

Mr. Dince.i. Thank you very much, Mr. Kibre. 

Mr. Bonner? 

The CuarrMan. No questions. 

Mr. Dincevu. Mr. Seely-Brown? 

Mr. Sre_y-Brown. What would happen if you elevated the head 
of the Fish and Wildlife Service and gave him the rank of an Assistant 
Secretary? Would that partially solve some of these problems? 
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Mr. Kisre. We say that the creation of an Assistant Secretary is 
only a part of the job that has to be done. We say that hand in hand 
with the creation of an Assistant Secretary must go a strong statement 
of national policy, plus the establishment of a Commission which can 
become, in effect, a policymaking board for the implementation of the 
program. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. In view of some of the problems which have 
been developed here regarding the creation of that Commission, and 
so forth, the thought has occurred to me of certainly a strong state- 
ment of policy along the lines that you have said, and I am just won- 
dering if we had a statement of policy of that nature and put the man 
in charge of Fish and Wildlife, gave him the title of Assistant Secretary 
and possibly elevation all the way down the line, whether that would 
at least be a step in the right direction and might solve some of the 
problems that we face? 

Mr. Kipre. I think it would be a step in the right direction, but I 
think that a much larger step should and can be taken at the present 
time. Let me try to explain why we regard the establishment of the 
Commission as being of prime importance, and by the way, I want to 
say this: That if there are any technical problems in the bill with 
respect to the Chairman, and I certainly agree that the Chairman as 
an Assistant Secretary of the Interior would have to serve at the pleas- 
ure of the President, obviously, but let me try to emphasize what our 
thinking is with reference to the importance and the need to establish 
such a Commission as is proposed in this bill. 

We feel that for a good many years there has been a failure to 
bring to bear in the high places here in Government the basic in- 
terests of the fishing industry and the interest of the public as it 
involves the fishing industry. 

We don’t in the same breath say that that has been brought on by 
a failure on the part of the Fish and Wildlife Service, but rather, by 
virtue of the fact that the Fish and Wildlife Service is too far down 
the ladder and that there have not been enough people at the top of 
the ladder to pound home some of the facts of life about the fishing 
industry when the top executives gather in the White House or 
wherever they may gather to formulate policy. 

We feel that that will not be resolved solely through the establish- 
ment of an Assistant Secretary of the Interior, because, as you know, 
an Assistant Secretary of the Interior will generally be in a position 
where he is going to have to carry out the policies and the programs 
of the Secretary himself. 

From that standpoint, we feel that it is important to bring to beat 
as much independent thinking, as much independent pressure, as 
possibly can be brought to bear in the formulation of policies. That 
is the reason we feel that the Commission is important and why the 
Commission will be of tremendous help to the proper Assistant 
Secretary in bringing about some new thinking at the top levels of 
Government with reference to the fishing industry. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. Do you know of any other example of that in 
the Government? 

Mr. Kisre. I would say that the setup that is proposed in this 
legislation here is broadly similar to the setup of the Maritime Ad- 
ministration, where you have a Maritime Board, and I am sure that 
the members of this committee are generally familiar with it. You 
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have a Maritime Board which is composed, as I recall now, of four 
members, or is it five, which has become the policymaking body. 

The Chairman of the policy board becomes the Maritime Ad- 
ministrator. In other words, he handles the administrative side of 
the operation of the Department. Then, of course, the Maritime 
Administration, as a whole, works through and is subject to an 
Assistant Secretary of Commerce, but in general the proposal here 
is broadly similar to that type of a setup. 

As a matter of fact, it was exactly that setup which some months 
ago helped to develop this particular piece of Jegislation. 

If you will notice, the setup here is broadly similar in the sense that 
the Chairman of the Fisheries Commission then becomes the As- 
sistant Secretary to handle the administrative side of the job. That 
ties it all together and makes in my opinion for a well-integrated 
setup, which will take care of policy and which, on the other ‘hand, 
will provide a sound basis for handling the administrative side of the 
job. 

Mr. Dincetu. Mr. Kibre, our very able counsel here, Mr. Zincke, 
has just mentioned to me one point that I find very interesting and 
that is there is no Under Secretary for Maritime in the situation 
which you mention. 

Mr. Kisre. That is right. I said that this setup is quite similar, 
but it is not identical. As a matter of fact, 1 know that a lot of the 
people in Maritime—and by the way, | have considerable to do with 
that industry—would like to see an Assistant Secretary of Commerce 
for Maritime, rather than having the Maritime Administration as it 
is at the present time clearing through an Assistant Secretary who has 
so many other duties that he can’t devote the time that is required to 
the Maritime setup. 

This is one of the basic criticisms of the Maritime Administration. 

Mr. Sre.ty-Brown. Of course, this problem is basically a farm 
problem, as you said.. After all, your fishermen have to farm an area 
about 5 or 6 times the size of the land area which ow farmers need, 
and I have a question in my own mind as to whether the Commission 
would be as helpful as we all hope it would be; in other words, if your 
policy could not be brought directly to the Secretary, whether it takes 
more than that. It may well take more, but I am still uncertain 
about it. 

Mr. Kispre. From a practical standpoint, we are thinking in terms 
of the Commission as a body which will include some men with prac- 
tical working knowledge of the industry who will serve as a voice for 
industry, who will serve as a sounding board in the development of 
policy and programing here in Washington, as a body which can be 
of effective assistance, it seems to us, to the Fish and Wildlife Service 
yr to the service within the Department of the Interior, in helping to 
crack through and make it possible to put into effect a number of 
the programs, a number of the ideas, which over a long period of years 
have been developed and have been given consideration by the present 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

I want to make it clear that I give them a lot of credit for having 
done a tremendous job. 

Mr. Dineetu. As a practical matter, doesn’t the precedent of 
having a Secretary in charge of this leave us in the position of having 
to have a Secretary who will later serve, let’s say, my automobile 
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workers back home, and to serve the other people in Akron, and per- 
haps to serve the tobacco people in our chairman’s district, and 
perhaps the watch and instrument people in Mr. Seely-Brown’s part 
of the country? 

Doesn’t that put us in the position where we are ultimately to have 
a Secretary in charge of almost everything? 

Mr. Kisre. As a matter of fact, I might answer it this way and 
say that when we first raised the question of an Assistant Secretary 
a a many years ago, not just in the last 6 months or in the last 
year, but a good many years ago, one of the first answers we got was 
the at ‘this will probably create a precedent whereby every industry 0 
every particular group in the country that ¥ as problems will mare h 
in and want an assistant secretary in one Cabinet department or 
another. 

That was one of the first answers that we got. Maybe it might 
be important to have a lot more assistant secretaries. I don’t know. 
However, I do know this: That over a long period of years the fishing 
industry has not gotten the proper recognition within the machinery 
of Government. This is the best answer that we have been able to 
come up with yet as far as resolving the matter, or at least making an 
effort in a new direction. 

Mr. Dineeti. You would concede that this is not a perfect effort? 

Mr. Krsre. We certainly concede that. Moreover, we say this 
bill is only part of the legislation sought by fishermen. 

Mr. Touuerson. | think there was an important point raised there 
in connection with what our chairman had to say, about the possibil- 
ity of this leading to the appointment of an Under Secretary or 
Assistant Secretary for shoes, and for hoes, and for suits, and all that 
sort of thing. 

Actually, fisheries is not simply a commercial product. It is a 
resource, 1s 1t not? 

Mr. Kisre. Precisely. 

Mr. Totuerson. It is a food resource, and we have only two types 
of food resource. One is the land food product or resource, and the 
other is the sea or the water food product, and in that respect, at 
least, the situation could be differentiated from other products. 

Mr. Kisre. Yes. I think Mr. Tollefson has brought out a very 
important point. There is a vast difference between the fishery 
resource and the problems of the fishery resource and the problems 
of a manufacturing plant, such as General Motors, or even the 
problems of the workers employed by General Motors. 

Bear in mind this: That fishery resources, the coastal resources at 
least, that lie within territorial waters, are owned by the people of 
the United States. They are not owned by fish dealers. They 
aren’t owned by fishermen. They are not owned by any private 
individuals in this country. 

They are owned by the people, and what we are saying is that it 
is high time that the Government established an agency to care for 
this resource which is owned by the people in such a way that it will 
be used to the best interests of the people in this country and will be 
preserved and expanded for years to come. 

By the way, I might say further that there is a Department of 
Labor which is supposed to take care of the basic interests and aspira- 


rer ae 








































































































































































































































158 NATIONAL POLICY FOR COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 






tions of all workers in the country. If they are falling down on the 
job, then certainly there is probably room for some correction there. 

Mr. Dinceut. I will say to the witness that I am attempting to 
arrange to see that there is some correction in the problem that 
affects my particular people in the automobile industry at this 
particular time. 

Mr. Bartlett? 

Mr. Bartierr. Mr. Kibre, the other day I was over in Ottawa and 
talked with, among other people, Mr. Sinclair, the Minister of Fisher- 
ies, a member of the Cabinet, which leads me to ask you if you know 
whether other great maritime nations tend to attach greater impor- 
tance to the administration of fisheries shan we do? 

Mr. Kisre. As you know, Mr. Bartlett, Canada does have a 
Minister of Fisheries and had a Minister of Fisheries at the Cabinet 
level for a good many years. In addition, they have what amounts 
to a support price program, by the way, to aid the fishermen. 

Japan had a Cabinet Department for a good many years serving the 
interests and the needs of its fishing industry. The same thing is 
true in most of the North European countries, for a good many years. 
We find practically every major fishery nation, every nation which 
has a large coastline and which has substantial fishery resources or a 
substantial fishing fleet, with a Cabinet official dealing with the 
problem of fisheries, and this country, with probably one of the largest 
coastlines, has never seen fit yet to even go up as far as to the level of 
an Assistant Secretary. 

Mr. Bartrierr. We have no one, then, with comparable rank to 
talk with those Cabinet members of other nations? 

Mr. Kisre. Definitely not, and that has proven, as has been 
brought out here by a number of witnesses, a serious disadvantage in 
connection with the tremendous amount of international negotiations 
that have taken place in the last 10 years with reference to fishery 
treaties. 

Mr. Bartierr. One final question, Mr. Chairman, on a local 
matter that is of some importance to me. 

Is it your understanding, Mr. Kibre, that this bill does not seek 
to add to or subtract from the measure of Federal overlordship over 
the commercial fishery of Alaska? 

Mr. Kinre. As far as I know, it won’t change the situation. 

Mr. Barrterr That is the way I read it, but I wanted your 
judgment on it. 

Mir. Kinre. That ts it as far as I know 
tion. 

Mr. Dinceiyi. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Tou JEFSON. I might once again have the record show that for 
every ton of agricultural product produced in the United States, the 
Federal Government spends almost $6, whereas for every ton of sea- 
food product produced in this country the government spends some- 
where in the neighborhood of 80 cents. 

Mr. Kisre. That is right, and I might say that I am indebted to 
the Fish and Wildlife Service for making those figures available. 
Mav I make one more comment before I leave? 

| have appreciated the questions which the present chairman has 
asked repeatedly as to direct action. Our union has always been a 
strong proponent of direct action and we would certainly prefer that 
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this measure had built into it some of the solutions which would help 
to alleviate a good many of the hardships that have been imposed 
upon our members in recent years. We would far prefer that. Un- 
fortunately, it hasn’t been possible and I would answer the chairman 
this way: That it is not that we love direct action less; it is that we 
love results more, at least those results that we can get at the present 
time. 

Mr. Dinceuyi. Would you accept direct action in lieu of the pro- 
posals contained in the present legislation before us? 

Mr. Kisre. We have tried since 1946 to get direct action with 
reference to the problem of imports and as yet we have been unsue- 
cessful. 

Mr. Dinceui. Would you accept direct action of the sort that I 
have been outlining in lieu of provisions contained in the bill? 

Mr. Kisre. Let me say that that is a highly controversial problem 
within the industry, but as far as our members are concerned, if the 
chairman of this committee could show us how to get through this 
Congress legislation which would help to resolve in some reasonable 
way the problem of imports, he would certainly be blessed by thous- 
ands and thousands and thousands of fishermen all around this 
country. 

Mr. Seevty-Brown. Does your union agree with the statements 
made by Mr. Meany and Reuther when they testified in favor of the 
reciprocal trade agreement? 

Mr. Kisre. We are in favor of reciprocal trade in the broad sense, 
yes, but we feel also that the program must be tempered when neces- 
sary and we say that a program of reciprocal trade which can lead to 
the destruction, for example, of the fishing industry, is not In the 
long-range interests of our country, and the same thing applies with 
reference to some other industries in this country. 

Mr. Dineeuu. Are there any further questions of the witness? 

I want to thank you very much, Mr. Kibre. You have been very 
helpful to the committee and 1 want to compliment you on the very 
thorough exposition of the subject that vou made. 

Mr. Kisre. | want to thank the committee for. the courtesy 
extended me. 

Mr. Dinaett. Now we have Mr. E. A. Seaman, executive secre- 
tary of the Sport Fishing Institute. 

Will vou give your full name and office to the reporter? 


STATEMENT OF E. A. SEAMAN, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
SPORT FISHING INSTITUTE 


Mr. SeaMAN. Iam FE. A. Seaman, executive secretary of the Sport 
Fishing Institute. The Sport Fishing Institute is a nonprofit, member- 
ship fish conservation agency staffed by professional fish conserva- 
tionists. Its membership is largelv industrial, and its sole task is to 
help improve sport fishing by aiding and encouraging the development 
of better fish conservation knowledge and practices. 

In addressing my remarks to this subcommittee, it is with the under- 
standing that it is proper to speak specifically to the latest version of 
Senate bill 3275, dated May 17, 1956, rather than to H. R. 8001 and 
identical bills, H. R. 9552 and identical bills, and H. R. 10813 and 
identical bills, all providing for reorganization of the fisheries by 
various means. 
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Nevertheless, it seems to me that these bills all have several very 
serious deficiencies in common among them. As they stand, I believe 
they are all undesirable bills, any one ‘of whic h, if passed, would be most 
harmful to the broad national interest. 

It seems apparent to me that the commercial fisheries have been 
confronted with a certain problem—low import tariffs—which is be- 
vond the control of any type of administrative organization that 
might be proposed. There seems to be little doubt that relativ ely low 
tariffs, which place the domestic commercial fisheries in a poorly com- 
petitive position, are essentially the result of broad national policy 
designed to prevent economic chaos in such countries as Japan. 

I don’t know whether this is good or bad, but I am confident that 
reorganization of the fisheries will not cure the problem which gives 
rise to this proposed legislation. Moreover, the particular proposal 
is guilty of a glaring disregard for certain basic conservation and 
sociological truths. 

First, it attempts to separate the commercial and the sport fisheries. 
This would be a tragic blunder in my opinion. There are many 
species of marine fishes which are taken by both fisheries such as striped 
bass, croakers, yellow-tail tuna, bluefin tuna, weakfish, bluefish, sal- 
mon, to mention only a very few. Indeed, most shore and bay fishes, 
along with increasing numbers of pelagic species are so shared. _, 

Several million sport fishermen already depend heavily on coastal 
waters for their outdoor recreation. With increasing amounts of 
leisure time in the future, additional millions will follow suit. Calif- 
fornia, the only State currently licensing most of its salt-water anglers, 
licenses over 1 million annually. In Long Island waters of New York 
State, we have estimated that anglers take about 16 million pounds 
of fish each year 

Although this is only about one-eighth of the commercial catch 
from that area, the dollar value of business generated by the sport 
caich is considerably in excess of that generated by the total commer- 
cial catch. These two examples serve merely to illustrate that marine 
sport fishing is of tremendous national significance both recreationally 
and economically. 

Second, the proposed legislation attempts to separate the fisheries 
from wildlife. This would be an equally tragic blunder in my view. 
There is close dependence of the salmon fisheries, for example, on the 
condition of the watershed regulating the flowage ‘of spawning streams 
far inland. 

Proper management for game production enhances the water supply 
and stabilizes flow. Without suitable spawning streams the salmon 
will disappear. There are many examples where fish and wildlife des- 
tinies are closely intertwined. A good one is on the Clearwater River 
in Idaho where incredibly valuable anadramous fish runs and extensive 
elk herds are both threatened with extinction due to proposals to 
erect high dams. 

For the past several years the excise taxes derived from the sale of 
certain fishing tackle items and sporting arms and ammunition have 
made possible many fish and game projects to augment badly needed 
recreation facilities for millions of people. 

Many of these were joint projects, with combined fishing and 
hunting benefits, which made possible considerable monetary savings. 
For the first time many waterfowl areas were managed for supple- 
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mentary fishing benefits. For the first time many fishing waters were 
jointly managed for benefits to recreational hunting. 

It is for reasons such as these, gentlemen, that I urge you to reject 
these proposals, including S. 3275, in their present form. As far as 
I can see they do not represent constructive proposals in the broad 
national interest. On the contrary, in their present form, it is my con- 
sidered opinion that they are clearly prejudicial to the long-range 
interests both of commercial fishermen and an estimated 40 million 
sport fishermen and hunters. 

Thank you very much for your kind attention and the privilege of 
presenting this. 

Mr. Dincetu. Are there any questions on my right? Mr. Chair- 
man, would you like to ask any questions? 

The CHarRMAN. You are opposed to all these bills in their entirety? 

Mr. Seaman. As they are set up; yes. 

The CuarrMan. I mean the last bill that has been considered? 

Mr. SEAMAN. Yes. 

The CuarrMan. Which is known as the Magnuson bill? 

Mr. Seaman. Yes. 

The CuatrMAN. Are you opposed to having the Secretary supervise 
the present Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Mr. Seaman. No. We favor that. 

The CuatrmMan. A Secretary that will have sole jurisdiction over 
the administration of the present setup as it is? 

Mr. SeaMan. Yes, as long as there is no split in the present setup. 

The CuatrMan. Then are you opposed to a board that would 
supervise all of the functions? 

Mr. Sxaman. No, I would not say that we are opposed to setting 
up a board as long as it is not split up or does not affect the present 
status of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. 

The CuatrmMan. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Dinegui. Mr. Seely-Brown? 

Mr. Srety-Brown. No questions. 

Mr. Dineewtu. Mr. Tollefson? 

Mr. Tituerson. In other words, as I gather from your testimony, 
your chief concern is over the possible separation of the functions of 
commercial fisheries as against sport fisheries? 

Mr. SEAMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Totierson. However, you have no objection to elevating the 
status of fisheries as a whole in the Department of Fisheries? 

Mr. Seaman. No. 

Mr. To.uerson. As a matter of fact, you are much interested in 
what the Federal Government might be able to do in connection with 
furthering the interest of sports fisheries? 

Mr. SeAMAN. Yes. 

Mr. To.uerson. I have reference, for instance, to the Dingell- 
Johnson bill, which has done a tremendous amount. 

Mr. SEAMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Totuerson. So you would have no objection to raising the 
status of fisheries as a whole in the Department of the Interior? 

Mr. Seaman. No. 

Mr. Touuerson. | am not certain that the last bill, Representative 
Magnuson’s bill, seeks to separate sports from commercial fisheries, 
and I say that without having read the bill, but I didn’t get the 
impression that it does. 
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Mr. Seaman. I think the big problem there, sir, is that it does not 
specify or explain. It implies that there isa break. At least we believe 
it is very easy to interpret that there is a break. 

In other words, sports fishing is not mentioned at all in the bill. 
The words “sport fishing’ are not mentioned at all, and we feel that 
is a shortcoming and that a split could possibly come about because 
of that shortcoming. 

Mr. Dineeii. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Totterson. Yes. Iam finished. Thank you. 

Mr. Dineexy. It would be your position, then, briefly that this 
would place undue emphasis and importance upon the commercial 
aspect of fishing with virtually no emphasis whatsoever on the subject 
of sports fishing and conservation of fishing resources for sporting use? 

Mr. SraMan. Very definitely. 

Mr. Dinae.u. I certainly want to compliment you on that state- 
ment, sir. 

Mr. Totuerson. Mr. Chairman, another thought occurs to me. 

Mr. Dince.u. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Totuterson. It seems to me that we would have a better record 
if the gentleman or someone else in the sports fishing industry could 
furnish us with some figures as to the value dollarwise of sports 
fisheries in the United States. 

Are any such figures available? 

Mr. Seaman. There will be in September; unfortunately, they 
aren’t available now in a very good form. The United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service has just finished a survey which you are probably 
familiar with, the Crosley Survey, right on that particular subject of 
evaluating through a nationwide survey of individual fishermen what 
they put in the business insofar as transportation, fishing equipment, 
supplies, boats, motors, and so forth. 

That survey has been completed, I understand, and will be pub- 
lished liter. The only thing we can say right now is that the State 
of Washington made studies and we can roughly state that some- 
where between $50 and $90 per vear, and I say roughly, is spent by 
the sport fisherman in his business of going about fishing for spots 
fisheries. 

Mr. Totuerson. It would be very safe to say that sports fisheries 
in the United States is a multimillion dollar activity, is it not, yearly? 

Mr. Seaman. We think it is in the neighborhood of several billion 
dollars and that is on rough estimates. We think that this survey, 
which happened to be a very fine survey, will bring out the facts and 
it will be in the billion-dollar figures as far as what people put into 
the field of sport fishing in America is concerned. 

Mr. Totuerson. Thank you. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Chairman, in fairness to the Magnuson bill, 
on page 5, line 3, as to “the collection and dissemination of statistics 
on food and recreational fishing,’ does that language cover sport 
fishing? 

Mr. Seaman. It does, but I feel very definitely that it should be 
stated as sport fishing. Recreational fishing undoubtedly therein 
is meant to be sport fishing, but why it isn’t stated as sport fishing, 
I don’t know, and we are quite disappointed that it isn’t called that, 
because the thirty-some million sport fishermen in the country think 
in terms of the phraseology ‘‘sport fishing.”’ 
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The CHarRMAN. You mean it just passes over it lightly, then? 

Mr. SeaMAN. Yes, | think that is putting it properly. 

The CHarRMAN. That is all. 

Mr. Dinee.u. Are there any further questions of our witness? 

I want to thank you very much, Mr. Seaman, for a very splendid 
presentation. 

We are extremely honored today to have with us a very distinguished 
gentleman and a Member of the House of Representatives, our col- 
league, Mr. King of California, who, I am sure, is well known to all 
of us on the committee and who also happens to be one of the authors 
of a kindred bill, H. R. 9552, and who wishes to make a short statement 
today on the subject of his bill. 

Mr. Toiierson. You might add he is also a former member of this 
committee. 

Mr. Dincei. So I understand. Mr. King has a very distinguished 
record in the House. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CECIL R. KING, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Kine. Mr. Tollefson’s memory is too good. I had almost for- 
gotten that myself, but did spend some four very happy years on this 
committee. Our problems then were not as ponderous as they are now, 
but it was interesting. 

The CuarrMAN. He was here, Mr. Chairman, when I was a young 
fellow. 

Mr. Dineett. My memory of Mr. King’s association is with our 


own Ways and Means Committee. 

Mr. Kina. Frankly, Mr. Chairman, if I had my choice I think I 
would prefer Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Mr. DINGELL. It is a very splendid committee and we have a very 
fine chairman of this committee. 

Mr. en I am sure you have. 

Mr. CuarrMan, I feel obliged to say something concerning the 
several bills that are before your committee dealing with setting a 
sound and comprehensive policy with respect to the fisheries of the 
United States. 

When I first came to Congress and became interested, as one 
would coming from my area, in our fisheries, I found, gentlemen, 
an activity, that in most countries is handled on a ministerial level, 
and considered most important, was in our country handled in a section 
of the State Department along with coconuts and bananas, and 
other imported products, and I was not only surprised, but somewhat 
shocked to find, I believe because of a lack of cohesion and interest 
in the Congress throughout the areas represented by men in the 
fishery areas, that it had been allowed to deteriorate to that level. 

There is nothing wrong, of course, with coconuts and bananas, 
and that sort of thing, but we all know that the fisheries extend an 
arm of our country out into international waters and can be so valu- 
able and helpful to the Government, and that in itself was what 
prompted me to feel as I did on making this discovery 

Mr. Chairman, through some years of my tenure here I would 
not have been acquainted with the various Secretaries of State that 
have served our Nation during that time if it had not been for my 
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efforts and other Members’ efforts in attempting to elevate this great 
fishery of ours to its proper level in Government, at least what we felt 
its level should be, and I am happy to state that the Office of Assistant 
to the Secretary was created because of my and other Members’ 
efforts. As well as I believe that office has been administered, this 
bill in my opinion goes beyond in creating not only a status but a 
position deserved and I believe long past due within the structure of 
our Government for the great fisheries of the United States. | 
know there will be objections. I noted in just the moment or two 
that I was in the room that the last witness was a bit disturbed over 
sportsmen being called recreationalists or something of the sort. 
There will no doubt be many such technical amendments required 
and there will no doubt be more serious objections from the depart- 
ments, and with all respect to them, it is historical here that when 
responsibility is shifted, and particularly when it is removed or taken 
away from a Department, it creates a situation that lends itself 
usually to opposition, and if a bill sometimes is not amended or it is 
not possible to amend to quiet the opposition, then the whole bill 
should be let go. 

That is what has been happening for a good many years with respect 
to fisheries. We run into difficulties. 

I do not need to remind you gentlemen that on my committee that 
handles the reciprocal trades agreements and our foreign trade arrange- 
ments we have objections. 

We who represent fishery areas have been terribly disappointed at 
our lack of success in having the protection we feel is required extended 
to the fisheries but we just have to take what we can as we go along. 

However, in concluding, Mr. Chairman, I sincerely feel that these 
bills strike at what is much needed, not only for the benefit of the 
fisheries and those interested in fisheries, but for the country’s interest 
at large. 

Our fisheries should be elevated to that level to which other im- 
portant nations in the Western World have always considered their 
fisheries to be entitled. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Dincett. I want to thank my very distinguished colleague, 
Mr. King, for a very fine statement and for making available to us the 
guidance of his counsel and the use of considerable learning on the 
subject, which I am sure he acquired while he was on our committee. 

Mr. Kina. That is quite right, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. DincE.t. I want to also say I had an opportunity to meet my 
dad’s very dear and very old friend and hope we have an opportunity 
to meet more often. 

Mr. Kina. I will always think of your dad in the fondest sort of 
fashion, John. Thank you very much. 

Mr. TotiErson. I wanted to ask Mr. King, if he has time to remain, 
a question or two, but before asking a question I might say that our 
colleague, the present witness, made a number of great contributions 
to the welfare of fisheries while he was a member of this committee 
and not the least of which was almost single-handed changing the 
name of the Horse mackerel to Spanish mackerel. 

Mr. Kina. I still say, Mr. Chairman, your colleague’s memory is 
too good for me, but I will go for that. That was quite a ponderous 
subject in this committee at one time. 
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Mr. Touterson. Throughout the hearings on these bills, the ques- 
tion of tariff on imports of foreign- produced fish has been raised 
time and time again, but there is more to it than that and I will ask 
Mr. King if that is not the fact, that when we are negotiating with 
foreign nations on fishery problems, the tariff problem is only one. 

Mr. Kine. You are quite right, Mr. Tollefson. 

Mr. Totuterson. The question of conservation, for instance, which 
is perhaps more important, is another. I have reference particularly 
to salmon in the North Pacific, and we are not so much interested 
in tariff on it as we are in conserving the salmon which were spawned 
in our Northwest Pacific waters. 

Mr. Kine. That is exactly so. 

Mr. To..erson. So that when we are talking about elevating the 
status of fisheries in the Government we are not thinking only in 
terms of the tariff, but in terms of other matters as well. 

Mr. Kine. You are quite right. Mr. Tollefson. We hope some day 
to eliminate the tariff problem, but that does not eliminate fishery 
problems. We will still have them with us. 

[t is unfortunate that this other problem has to intervene because 
in my area, and I dare say in many others, it has impoverished an 
old and honored trade, and you know as well as I that in spite of the 
best interests by we who have been interested, we have not won on 
the tariff. 

One of these days perhaps that will come about. 

Are you all through? 

Mr. Totierson. Iam all through. 

Mr. Kine. Thank you very much. 


Mr. Dineetu. Our next witness will be Mr. Daniel A. Poole, editor 
of Outdoor News Bulletin of the Wildlife Management Institute. 

Mr. Poole? 

Mr. Catuison. Mr. Chairman, I think Mr. Poole was unable to 
stay and he intends, I am sure, to submit a statement for the records 

Mr. Dinestu. Mr. Callison, would you care to testify then, sir? 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES H. CALLISON, CONSERVATION DIREC- 
TOR, NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


Mr. Cauuison. Yes, I am ready. 

Mr. Dineeti. The next witness then will be Mr. Charles H. Callison 
conservation director, National Wildlife Federation. 

Mr. Tollefson, I believe with your concept we can arrange to have 
the record remain open for a short period after the hearings. 

Mr. Toutuerson. I think Mr. Kluezynski announced that the 
record would be open for 5 days after we hold the hearings for receipt 
of statements of anybody who cares to submit a statement. 

Mr. Diner. Thank you very much. 

You will advise Mr. Poole, then, that he will have 5 days during 
which he may file a written statement. 

Mr. Cauutson. I will be happy to, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Dineeti. Would you give your full name for our reporter. 

Mr. Cauutson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Charles H. Callison, and I am conservation director of the 
National Wildlife Federation which has offices here in Washington, 
D.C. 
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The National Wildlife Federation is a national, nonprofit organiza- 
tion concerned with the conservation of our natural resources and 
having special interest in wildlife, including fish. The federation is 
composed of State federation, conservation associations and sports- 
men’s leagues in the various States, the District of Columbia and 
Alaska, including 1n your own State, Mr. Chairman, Michigan United 
Conservation Clubs, and in Mr. Tollefson’s State, the Washington 
State Sportsmen’s Council. 

These member groups, through their own affiliated clubs and 
associations, represent a total membership of some 3 million con- 
servation-minded citizens. 

Our testimony here will be directed toward all of the various bills 
that have been introduced to date and referred to this committee, 
including H. R. 11309, H. R. 10813, H. R. 11185, H. R. 8001 and others 
that proposed to reorganize the fisheries functions of the Federal 
Government in one fashion or another. We have seen end studied 
S. 3275 as reported by the Senate Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce (S. Rept. 2017) in which form it is like H. R. 11309. 

These bills all have one thing in common. All would take the 
fisheries functions away from the present Fish and Wildlife Service 
and set up some kind of separate commission or division to handle 
them. 

Let me say in the beginning that we support one of the obviously 

important objectives of this legislation, which is to improve the man- 
agement and administration of the marine fisheries. These are im- 
portant resources, important as a basic source of food, important in 
support of the commercial fishing industry, and important as a source 
of recreation to American citizens. These resources, vital to the 
economic welfare and health of the nation, have not had the kind of 
scientific, longrange and hard-headed protective management they 
deserve. There needs to be more time, money, research brains and 
high level policy thinking devoted to their problems. 
* We cannot agree, however, that the way to get the job done is 
separate the closely related wildlife and fisheries resources into two 
separate agencies. Such a separation of related functions will, in- 
stead, tend to create inefficiency and overlapping. It will heighten, 
rather than help solve, the rivalry and friction that exists between 
recreational fishermen and commercial fishermen in certain waters 
and with respect to certain species of fish. 

We sympathize with the need of some segments of the commercial 
fishing industry, notably the tuna-boat operators, to secure some 
measure of security against the competition of foreign imports. This 
is a problem, however, that won’t be solved simply by setting up a 
separate fisheries division or commission, either within the Depart- 
ment of Interior or outside of it. Let’s face it: The American fisher- 
men are bucking national policy with respect to international trade 
and with overtones of the cold war in the background. The problem 
of competitive imports of fishery products is one that will have to be 
considered and handled separately by the Congress and/or by the 
administration. 

We agree that research on marine fisheries has been inadequate to 
date. We need a much, much greater investment in research that 
will ascertain the extent and location of the resources, the life history 
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and habitat requirements of the important species, and the amount 
of harvest that can be taken safely while assuring a sustained yield. 

There is nothing in the pending legislation to increase and to 
improve research that couldn’t be done better under the coordinated 
Fish and Wildlife Service, given adequate appropriations for the job. 
Setting up a separate commission or division, as proposed in these 
bills, could result in a lopsided kind of research, aimed primarily at 
discovering new and improved methods of exploitation while paying 
scant attention to recreational values and to the basic data needed 
for sustained vield management of the resource. 

We agree that enforcement of conservation regulations—the rules 
laid down by the Department of Interior in certain waters and under 
the various international treaties—has been inadequate and inefficient. 
We need more funds, better and more modern equipment, and more 
manpower for enforcement. These things can be accomplished just 
as well, and probably better, by beefing up the present Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

Expert conservationists are generally agreed that one of the im- 
portant forward steps in natural resource management at the Federal 
level took place when the old Bureau of Fisheries was transferred from 
Commerce to the Department of Interior and combined with the old 
Bureau of Biological Survey to form the present Fish and Wildlife 
Service. That same progressive trend toward integration and coordi- 
nation of fish and wildlife resources has been witnessed in the various 
States—these resources that are inescapably related in nature and 
dependent on the same basic resources of land and water. Fresh- 
water fisheries and game management are now integrated in a single 
department in every State except Pennsylvania. Some of the coastal 
States still maintain a separate agency for marine fisheries, but even 
there the trend is toward integration under a single commission or 
department of natural resources. 

To divide fish and wildlife into two separate agencies, even though 
both were in the Department of Interior, would, in our opinion, con- 
stitute a definite backward step. 

I would like to point out a couple of examples of where separation 
of fisheries could disrupt and decrease the efficiency of important 
programs of the Fish and Wildlife Service 

All of you are familiar with the Pittman-Robertson Act, which 
earmarks revenue from an excise tax on sporting arms and ammuni- 
tion for Federal aid to the States in game-restoration projects. You 
know also the similar Dingell-Johnson Act, earmarking an exicse tax 
on sport fishing tackle and providing funds for the States to improve 
sport fishing. These two Federal-aid programs are now effectively 
and efficiently handled by a single branch of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service. Many State projects are financed by use of both P.-R. and 
D.-J. funds, as in the case of reservoir-marsh projects that create both 
waterfowl habitat and new fishing water. The same kind of forms 
and paper work, the same rules and regulations, the same personnel, 
the same inspectors, are utilized for both programs. ‘There is no way 
you could separate the P.-R. and D.-J. programs—now handling some 
sixteen to twenty million dollars annually—without increasing admin- 
istrative costs, creating inefficiency, and causing confusion among the 
State game and fish agencies. 
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In every State except Pennsylvania, incidentally, a single agency— 
the game and fish department or conservation commission—as it is 

called in a number of States—receives both P.-R. and D.-J. fund and 
a ik the projects in the field. 

Another example is the Fish and Wildlife Service Office of River 
Basin Studies. This is the important branch of the Service that 
operates under the authority of the Coordination Act (Public Law 
732 of the 79th Cong.) making studies of the effects of Federal dams 
and water diversion projects on fish and wildlife resources. The River 
basin studies are extremely important to commercial fishing interests 
as well as to sportsmen in areas like the Columbia Basin. They 
coordinate research on both fish and game and combine both in the 
reports that go to Congress and to the construction agencies. How 
can you W isely separate fisheries from wildlife in a program of this 
kind? 

The National Wildlife Federation is opposed to all of the bills 
presently under consideration. We think, however, that the elements 
can be drawn from the various bills to write a good piece of legislation. 
We think the idea of a Commission to make policy and regulations 
may be a good one provided it is broadened to encompass both fisheries 
and wildlife within the Department of Interior. 

Mr. Chairman, while opposing the bills now before the subcom- 
mittee, we recommend and would support properly drawn legislation 
that would do the following: 

(1) Create a United States Fish and Wildlife Commission which 
would serve as a policymaking and regulation-making body over the 
present Fish and Wildlife Service, but retaining the present agency 
imtact. The membership of such a Commission would have to be 
fairly representative of both wildlife and fisheries, and of both the 
recreational and commercial aspects. 

The commission form of administration has been proven by experi- 
ence to be the best in the long run for the conservation and manage- 
ment of wildlife resources in the various States. If its members were 
appointed on a nonpartisan or bipartisan basis for 6-year overlapping 
terms, such a Federal commission could serve as a valuable buffer 
against political pressures while assuring the long-range continuity of 
of administration and research. 

(2) Elevate the Director and Assistant Directors of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service from the uncertainty and vulnerability of schedule C 
to the higher status of career employees. Without casting reflection 
upon the estimable gentlemen now holding these positions, we know 
full well that if a new administration takes over after the next Presi- 
dential election, someone else probably will take over their jobs. The 
country deserves better than this. The management of natural re- 
sources is a business of vital importance to the welfare of America. 
It also is a highly scientific business, requiring the best in training and 
long-range continuity of planning and administration. 

(3) Create an Assistant Secretary of Interior for Fish and Wildlife. 
This would help the Fish and Wildlife Service hold its own in intra- 
departmental negotiations with other bureaus for the control and 
management of land and water programs. It also would provide an 


official of policymaking authority for negotiations with other countries 


on fisheries treaties. 
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(4) Build up the enforcement branch of the Fish and Wildlife Serv- 
ice with respect to marine fisheries by providing more personnel, 
modern equipment, and larger appropriations. 

As an alternative to the proposed Commission suggested in (1) 
above, we would suggest an official advisory committee on fish and 
wildlife to advise with the Service and with the Secretary on policy 
and regulation making matters. Such an advisory committee (and 
perhaps also a commission) if created should be nonsalaried, except 
for travel and per diem expenses when in performance of duties, and 
should be fairly representative of both recreational and commercial 
aspects of fisheries, as well as of wild game interests. 

We thank you for your courtesy and for this opportunity to present 
our views. 

I should be happy to do my best to answer questions of committee 
members. 

Mr. Dinestu. Mr. Bonner? 

The CuarrMan. No questions. 

Mr. Dineetu. Mr. Tollefson? 

Mr. Touuerson. In the State of Washington we have a fish and 
game department, do we not? 

Mr. Cauuison. Yes. 

Mr. Totierson. In that department the fisheries are in one sense 
separated from game, although they are in the same department. Do 
we not have something similar in nature under the Fish and Wildlife 
Service? Are there not those people in the Department who concern 
themselves solely with fisheries and also people in the Department who 
concern themselves solely or chiefly with game? 

Mr. Catuison. That is true, Mr. Tollefson. I think it is true in 
all of the State game and fish departments. They have fishery sec- 
tions and game sections and divisions. 

The point is they are coordinated in one agency. 

It so happens that technical men who are trained either in fisheries 
or game biology almost always have training in the other field. It 
comes along with their courses. <A certain amount of teamwork is 
possible in an agency where those people can be coordinated. For 
example, in my own experience I worked for almost 7 years with the 
Missouri Conservation Commission, and their biologists who were 
assigned most of the time to the fisheries division sometimes would 
switch over on an important emergency program or crash program to 
game work and vice versa. That would be extremely difficult to 
achieve under the kind of division, complete separation of functions, 
as is proposed in the legislation before the subcommittee. 

There are other functions also which would necessarily have to 
be duplicated if you were going to divide the Fish and Wildlife Service 
into two separ ate agencies as ‘proposed here. For example, the engi- 
neering services of the Fish and Wildlife Service now serve both 
fisheries projects and the game part of the program. 

You would have to create a separate engineering division for this 
proposed fisheries division or fisheries commission. Purchase and 
supply would have to be duplicated. Now these are coordinated and 
handled by one branch and one set of personnel for both functions. 
Personnel management is another. The Land Office of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service handles land matters, land transfers, purchase, dis- 
posal, and so forth, both for the game fish hatchery program and for 
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the Branch of Wildlife Refuges and other parts of the Fish and Wild- 
life Service. It isn’t quite as simple as it would appear just from 
reading this legislation. 

Mr. ToLierson. You recommended or suggested the creation of 
an Assistant Secretary of Interior for Fish and Wildlife. 

Mr. Cauuison. Yes. 

Mr. To.ierson. Supposing a bill was enacted which provided for 
such a position? What would you then think of having under him 
a division for fisheries and a division for game? Would that be the 
kind of separation that would be objectionable to you? It would 
still be in the same department under the same Assistant Secretary. 

Mr. Cauuison. If the organization were such that it could function 
as a coordinated single agency without disrupting these important 
programs that I mentioned that simply could not be disrupted without 
hurting them, such as the river basin studies program, and the Dingell- 
Johnson program, which is so effectively coordinated with Pittman, 
Robertson, if that could be done we would certainly have no objection 
to it and could support such legislation. 

Mr. Totuterson. Under that kind of adivision there would be possibly 
a joint purchasing agency, would there not, or engineering agency? 

Mr. Catutson. I should think so. 

Mr. Toutuerson. And it would be possible then for people with 
fisheries problems to go to a division or an agency that would lend them 
a sympathetic ear. These are thoughts that come to me as you have 
been testifying. 

Mr. Cauuison. That is true. It seems to me that the branch of 
the commercial fisheries in the present Fish and Wildlife Service 
now provides that facility, but I can recognize the feeling on the part 
of the commercial fishing industry that it does not rank high enough 
in the organizational scheme of things, and we certainly would go 
along with them in an attempt to increase the efficiency and the 
strength of that work so long as we do not sacrifice this very essential 
coordination and integration of the program. 

Mr. Totiterson. From your statement, of course, you are in full 
accord with elevating the status of fisheries if you also elevate the 
status of wildlife? 

Mr. Cauurson. That is right. I think the whole program needs 
to be elevated. In fact, so far as a research is concerned, we feel 
that marine fisheries certainly brings up the rear in all wildlife con- 
siderations and when we speak of wildlife we take in fish. We think 
the term is all-inclusive, although the name of the agency is the Fish 
and Wildlife Service, and many people regard them as two separate 
things. Fish are a part of wildlife. Marine fisheries research has 
been the most neglected in the field of research of all elements of 
wildlife. 

Mr. Totierson. 1 agree with you in that respect and in that 
connection I would say that generally speaking we have fallen behind 
the progress made by some other nations in that regard, research in 
marine fisheries. 

Mr. Cauuison. I think that is right, sir. 

Mr. To.ierson. On the other hand, we are ahead of some of them, 
too. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Dinecevtit. Mr. Bonner? 
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The Cuarrman. Mr. Chairman, mention was made to the Maritime 
Board and the Secretary. Of course, Mr. Rothschild is Secretary 
for Transportation, which covers waterborne transportation, land, 
and air. In this case, as you have just said, the Secretary having 
nothing whatever to do but supervise and be directly responsible for 
fish and wildlife would be in a similar situation to that which now 
exists in the Maritime Board. 

Mr. Cauuison. IT am sorry, Mr. Chairman, that I am not very 
familiar with the Maritime Board in the way it functions. 

The CHarRMAN. Some witness previous to you brought up the 
parallel of the Maritime Board. 

Mr. Catutson. Yes, I understand that. 

If I may, Mr. Chairman, there is one other complication that 
arises in a proposal to separate fisheries from the Fish and Wildlife 
Service which has not been brought out and I intended to mention it 
and I just happened to see my note on it. That is, the administration 
of the game fish hatcheries, which are pretty well scattered over the 
country. That is now coordinated under the regional offices of the 
Fish and Wildlife Service. Should those be separated from the Fish 
and Wildlife Service it would entail a duplication of some kind of 
regional supervision—another difficulty you are going to run into by 
proposing to separate these closely related resources and functions. 

Mr. Drnce.tu. One question, Mr. Callison. Would you tell me 
what the effect on wildlife and wildlife management is where there is a 
competing commercial use? 

Mr. Cauutson. Generally, there is a lot of sound and fury and not a 
great deal of light when you get into a scrap between sports fishermen 
and commercial fishermen, and the basic reason for that is that there 
has not been enough research in most instances to show how much of 
a harvest there can be of a certain species; for example, the rock fish 
here in Chesapeake Bay and along the eastern coast. That is always 
in coutrovery between the sports fishermen and commercial fishermen, 
and no one knows whether and how much of a safe commercial harvest 
can be taken and how best it can be taken and maintain the resource. 

The sportsmen contend that it is being fished out by the commercial 
fishermen. 

The commercial fishermen contend they are not hurting the resource. 

Actually, we haven’t had sufficient research to know. My personal 
feeling in my study of the situation is that with respect to a great many 
of such species a commercial harvest could and should be taken; else 
you are going to be wasting a part of the resource, but we should 
know what we are doing and the commercial harvest should be 
regulated for the sake of maintaining the resource both for commercial 
purposes and for recreational purposes. 

Ordinarily, in the long run, I think the commercial use of a par- 
ticular kind of wildlife, whether it is fish or game, has to give way to 
this increasing demand of the public for outdoor recreational oppor- 
tunities. We have seen that happen in most of the States. 

Mr. Dineeiu. What is the effect on governmental approprintions, 
Mr. Callison? In other words, who gets the lion’s share of the 
appropriations? 

Mr. Cauuison. There again it would depend on the situation, but 
in States that have a commercial fishing agency, an agency in charge 
of marine fisheries which is supported by revenue from the commercial 





172 NATIONAL POLICY FOR COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 


take, the revenue, of course, is again turned toward increasing the 
commercial take of the fisheries and we see our research directed to 
that end rather than toward management of certain species for sport 
fishing purposes. 

There is no blinking the fact that there is some competition in certain 
waters and with certain species between sportsmen and between the 
commercial users of those species, but, by golly, you are not going to 
help get around that competition and that friction by putting 
them under two separate agencies. I think you are going to increase 
the warfare. 

The CuarrmMan. With respect to striped bass and the rock fish you 
just mentioned, the Federal game wardens have been assigned to 
prohibit the shipment of striped bass undersized in commercial ac- 
tivities and no heed was paid to that until this committee did a year 
or so ago, and there is the case where the Federal game wardens are 
being used to enforce a Federal statute with respect to undersized 
rock fish in commercial channels. 

Mr. Cauutson. Yes, sir, that is right, Mr. Bonner. 

Mr. Touuerson. With respect to research funds, can you say that 
so much of those funds are for research or for a sports angle and so 
much for research on a commercial angle? As far as research work 
is concerned, there is research on a fishery. 

Mr. Cauuison. That is right. That is the way it should be, except 
that it doesn’t always work out that way. Research men sometimes 
get a definite assignment to find out a certain thing and they set out 
to find those facts. That is the reason why we say that if a com- 
mission or an advisory committee is established it should be fairly 
representative of both commercial and recreational interests so that 
we will have a balance in our research programs. 

Mr. Totuerson. There are times when it is absolutely essential 
that commercial fisheries and sports fisheries joi together in taking 
a position to conserve fisheries or to develop fisheries, is that not true? 

Mr. Cauuison. That is true. 

Mr. To.tuerson. Would it not be detrimental to separate them? 

Mr. Cauuison. It certainly would be. 

Mr. Touuerson. And divide their strength, so to speak? 

Mr. Cauutson. That is right. 

Mr. Totuterson. There was one statement in your statement: 

Let’s face it: the American fishermen are bucking national policy with respect 
to international trade and with overtones of the cold war in the background. 

I assume that that is a general statement? 

Mr. Cauuison. That is a general statement and it is my own 
interpretation of the situation. 

I think one of the reasons why the administration policy seems to 
be opposed to increasing tariffs on tuna imports from Japanese 
fishermen is that the Nation wants to maintain the economic situation 
in Japan for fear that if it should deteriorate it might lean toward 
Soviet Russia. I think that is part of the whole picture. 

Mr. To.tuterson. Whether it is the present administration or a 
previous administration makes no difference. 

Mr. Cauutson. I didn’t mean to apply it to the present adminis- 
tration. I think that is part of our international policy and I don’t 
think there has been any change in that with the present administra- 
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tion. When I said “administration,” I mean the executive depart- 
ment. 

Mr. Touuerson. I understand that. I am thinking in terms of 
experiences that we have had under both administrations. For 
instance, in the reciprocal trade legislation, we have had the perii- 
point provision and the escape clause, which provisions recognized 
that there was some concern for the welfare of the domestic industry, 
so I did want the record to show that your statement was a general 
statement. 

Mr. Ca.uison. Yes, it is a general statement. 

Mr. Touurrson. That is all, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very 
much. 

Mr. Dinceui. Thank you very much, Mr. Callison, for a very 
splendid statement. 

Mr. Cauurson. Thank you again, sir. 

Mr. Dinaett. We have here Mr. John F. Linehan of the Seafood 
Producers Association of New Bedford; Mr. Thomas D. Rice, exec- 
utive secretary of the Massachusetts Fisheries Association; Mr. 
James Barr, executive secretary of the Texas Shrimp Association; 
and Mr. R. E. Steele, American Seafood Distributors. 

Are all those gentlemen present? 

Gentlemen, it has always been the policy of this committee to 
furnish the maximum amount of time to all persons interested in a 
piece of legislation and to permit them to present their views as fully 
as possible. We would like to continue that policy, excepting that 
we must of course adjourn very shortly and we have another very 
important matter before this committee which we will have to take 
up tomorrow. 

Is there any of you who would care to speak or could you agree 
among yourselves as to who would speak for the four of you, or would 
you care to present written statements to this committee? 

Mr. Rice. You have conflicting interests in the four witnesses left 
and I do not want to leave mine with the opposition. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN F. LINEHAN, GENERAL MANAGER, SEA- 
FOOD PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION OF NEW BEDFORD 


Mr. Linenan. | think probably all of us can pare ours down. It 
was my intention to merely submit the prepared statement and 
make a few comments. 

Mr. Dineetyt. What is ane name? 

Mr. Linenan. John F. Linehan. 

Mr. Dincett. How much time would it take, Mr. Linehan? 

Mr. Linenan. That depends upon the questions. | think my 
comments will take a maximum of 3 minutes. 

Mr. Dineeuu. All right. Very well, would you take the stand 
then? Give your full name to the reporter. 

Mr. Linenan. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, my 
name is John F. Linehan, general manager of the Seafood Producers 
Association of New Bedford, Mass. I am also the commissioner 
representing the fishing industry of Massachusetts on the Atlantic 
States Marine Fisheries Commission and am a member of the advi- 
sorv committee to the International Commission for the Northwest 











174 NATIONAL POLICY FOR COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 


Atlantic Fisheries. I do not think there is anything in my prepared 
statement that you have not heard a dozen times already. 

Frankly, I cannot understand the panic that the recreational fisher- 
men feel or that the wildlife service segments feel about this bill. In 
essence, you have a cleavage now within the Fish and Wildlife Serv- 
ice. You have an Assistant Director of Fish and Wildlife Service for 
fisheries, and vou have an Assistant Director for wildlife. They are 
tied together at the top in the person of the Director of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

Those of us in the fishing industry by attempting to elevate our 
position certainly would be presumptuous if we were to include wild- 
life, about which we are not qualified to speak. There was no inten- 
tion on my part nor on the part of my colleagues, I do not think, to 
separate recreational fishing from commervial fishing. 

In the State of Massachusetts we enjoy the best of relations. 
There are minor problems that arise in every case, local in nature, 
and they are usually taken care of by the State. In regards to the 
terminology of recreational sport fishing, I think probably the term 
“recreational”? was used because a man would rather have it said 
that he was out recreating than out sporting, so perhaps that is the 
reason for the language in the bill. 

Also, in the comments made by those who opposed this bill, H. R. 
11309, the term or the phrase ‘‘increasing tariffs’? was continually 
used. We were involved in a tariff commission action in 1953 from the 
New England ground fish industry. That was the fourth time we 
appeared before them. We go before them for the fifth time next 
month. 

Our effort was not to increase tariffs. To my knowledge, we have 
never asked to increase tariffs. What we have asked for in each case 
is a quota system, a flexible quota system, whereby we guarantee to 
the importers an increasing import of fish from their various countries. 

That has nothing to do with the case at hand, but I wanted to clear 
that up in the minds of the committee. Also, it has stated both by 
opponents and proponents of this bill that this bill itself would not 
help the import problem. 

Frankly, I disagree. In 1954 the Tariff Commission in its recom- 
mendations to the President based upon our 1953 hearings recom- 
mended a quota system for us. We did not have anyone from any 
Department of the Government to speak for us. If any Department 
such as Interior had gone to the President or had gone to the State 
Department, or whomever he licenses to decide in these import matters, 
perhaps the President would not have vetoed the recommendations 
of the Tariff Commission, but there was nobody there from Interior 
or from any Department or Division of Interior, so I feel if we had 
someone or some branch that knew all of the phases of our industry 
rather than just one part of it, that we certainly would have a voice in 
the higher echelons of Government. 

Frankly, I think today that the agency that knows more about the 
whole comprehensive picture of the fishing industry is the Tariff Com- 
mission. I think they have most of the information at hand. The 
State Department is concerned with our international relationship; 
Commerce Department with our commercial and transportation 
problems; and [| believe the Small Business Administration with our 
finance situation, but one department does not know what is happen- 
ing to the other phases of the industry. 





NATIONAL POLICY FOR COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 175 


If we had a setup such as is proposed in this present bill, we would 
have one agency that would know all of the problems of the industry 
that we face and how one is interrelated with the other. 

Insofar as the Dinge ll-Johnson funds are concerned, I do not think 
that there is anything in anyone’s mind in the fishing industry to use 
those funds for commercial fishing interests. Frankly, there is not 
too much conflict in New England because our trawlers operate 50 
to 150 miles at sea. 

The recreational fishermen are mostly onshore fishermen. In other 
parts of the country perhaps they do have problems, but I do not know 
about those. 

By Wildlife attempting to knock this bill down, actually they are 
degrading themselves because the opportunity is open to them to tie 
in at a higher echelon than that which they are tied in now. Right 
now we are tied in with the Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service. 
By having an Assistant Secretary just for fisheries we would still be 
in the Department of Interior, the Wildlife would still be there, and 
we would be tied in with the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. Dincety. Excepting that you would be tied in on an area 
just below the Cabinet level and Wildlife would be tied in at the 
present level they are tied in at, which is somewhere far below that 
point. 

Mr. Linenan. As I mentioned earlier, it would have been presump- 
tuous of us to try to establish the apparatus for the Wildlife Service, 
sir. 

Mr. Dincett. Would you oppose a change in this particular or any 
of these bills which would make this applicable not only to the 
fisheries, but to the wildlife people together in precisely the same way? 

Mr. Linenan. No, sir, I would not, providing that the topman was 
on an Assistant Secretary level and that a commission would oversee 
fisheries. 

Mr. Dincetu. Provided that commission would also oversee wild- 
life? 

Mr. Linenan. I think that could be worked out very well, sir. 

Mr. Dinceuu. I want to thank you very much. Are there any 
questions on the part of our chairman? 

The CHarrMan. No. 

Mr. Dinesti. Mr. Tollefson? 

Mr. Touterson. No, I have no questions. 

Mr. Linexan. Thank you. 

Mr. Dineeiu. Do you wish to file a written statement? 

Mr. Linenan. Yes, sir. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN F. LINEHAN, GENERAL MANAGER OF THE SEAFOOD 
Propvucers ASSOCIATION OF NEw BeEprorp, Mass., on H. R. 11309 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is John F. Linehan, 
general manager of the Seafood Producers Association of New Bedford, Mass. 
My association represents the boatowners and supporting industries directly 
concerned with the production of domestically produced fish and shelifish. In 
the port of New Bedford in 1955 150 deep-sea trawlers landed $1244 million worth 
of fish and sea scallops. We are the largest sea scallop port in the world and the 
largest flounder-producing port on the Atlantic coast. About 3,000 people are 
employed directly and indirectly by the fishing industry and it is the second 
largest industry in the greater New Bedford area. In consequence, we are all 
very concerned about the future of the fishing industry. 











176 NATIONAL POLICY FOR COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 


When I speak of the fishing industry I am speaking of the industry in its pure 
sense, namely the domestic production of fish and shellfish. The definition is 
often intentionally confused to include the processing and marketing of imported 
fish and fisheries products which is nothing more than the manufacture and 
marketing of a raw material and which should be classified as the seafood business 

For a long time the commercial fisheries of the United States have been placed 
in a position of very minor importance within the machinery of our Federal 
Government. Other nations have placed a high economic value upon their 
fishing industries, reflected by the governmental importance and attention attached 
to the industries. In the United States the highest level within our Federal 
Government which is directly concerned with the commercial fisheries is that 
of an Assistant Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service, hardly a position to 
command much attention on the national or international level. At international 
conferences concerning treaties or agreements that may affect our fisheries the 
best that we can do is to have observers present. We have no one on a policy- 
making level to offer. 

We feel that passage of H. R. 11309 will serve to elevate the commercial fishing 
industry of this Nation to a position of governmental importance commensurate 
with its economic importance to a significant part of our citizenry. In time of 
war our importance is recognized, in that we produce a high-protein food and our 
vessels add materially to the national defense by serving as eyes and ears far at 
sea, beyond the coastal network of defense apparatus. If these fleets are to be 
preserved the industry must be preserved. Recent history in our industry 
indicates that if the present position of minor importance is maintained or allowed 
to continue our fleets will gradually, but at a rapid rate, disintegrate and cease to 
exist. When another national emergency arises the country would find itself 
without an important food-producing industry and without a free auxiliary to 
the coastal defense apparatus. 

We in industry are convinced that the establishment of a firm national policy 
for commercial fisheries and the establishment of a Commercial Fisheries Com- 
mission within the Department of the Interior would be in the best interests of 
the industry and of the Nation, 

It is amazing to hear and read the remarks of individuals within the adminis- 
tration who are opposing this elevation for the fishing industry. The remarks 
sound more like the propaganda of a benevolent despotism than the logic of a 
democratic republic. Isn’t it safe to assume that the leaders within an industry 
and their representatives within the Houses of Congress know better what will 
be best for the industry than a branch of the Federal Government that has been 
treating the industry as a poor country cousin for decades? Because I am certain 
that this committee and the Congress will recognize the logic of our arguments 
I am optimistic about the future of our industry. 

I urge you to take favorable action on H. R. 11309. 


Mr. Dinceii. Gentlemen, again I want to repeat what I already 
said, that we do not want to stifle anybody’s right to be heard. We 
have here still Mr. Rice, Mr. Barr, and Mr. Steele. 

What is your pleasure? 

The CHoarrmMan. What does their testimony cover? 


Mr. Touuerson. Mr. Rice and Mr. Linehan take the same position 
I assume. 


Mr. Ricr. That is right. 
The CHatrMan. What position do the other men take? 
Mr. Dincetu. You are Mr. Rice? 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS D. RICE, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, MAS- 
SACHUSETTS FISHERIES ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Ricr. I am Mr. Rice, yes, sir. 

Mr. Dincett. I believe you also have a copy of a statement by 
our distinguished colleague, Mr. McCormack? 

Mr. Ricr. That is correct. 

Mr. Dincxeiyi. Would you care to file your statement? 
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Mr. Ricr. I would like to file both, but I would like to have the 
opportunity to say a few things regarding some of the questions that 
have been raised both yesterday and today at this meeting. 

Mr. Diner. Are you prepared to limit yourself to the same 3 
minutes? 

Mr. Ricr. I cannot do it in 3 minutes. 

Mr. DinGetu. Very well. 

Mr. Rice. First of all, I am Thomas D. Rice, executive secretary 
of the Massachusetts Fisheries Association and secretary of the Fed- 
erated Fishing Boats of New England and New York, Inc. These 
organizations represent 90 percent of the processing and production 
of fish in the greater Boston area. 

I wit skip over quite a bit of my brief, but I would like to submit 
a statement by the majority leader of the House, Congressman 
McCormack, in which in essence he asks that the committee favor- 
ably consider this bill and he respectfully and strongly urges that the 
committee report out H. R. 11309. 

[ will eliminate a good deal of my testimony and get down to where 
[ think it is essential. 

Mr. Touuerson. I think I note an error and I want to call atten- 
tion to it before I forget it. On page 2 of your statement, you say: 

Commercial fisheries of the United States produced 4,600 pounds of fish and 
shellfish in 1955. 

You mean 4 million, do you not? 

Mr. Ricr. That is right. Evidently my typewriter did not run 
over far enough to include the other three zeros. 

In the course of the hearings on this bill some statements have 
been made by Government officials and also those representing various 
segments of the fishing industry, and I would like to turn to page 4 
and begin there. 

Statements have been made that this legislation would not help 
to solve the present problems confronting the industry. Yet nothing 
has been offered by way of solution except to state that the Depart- 
ment of Interior is reviewing the need for more research, more ocean- 
ographic work, and more technological studies. 

Those are all very good and worthwhile projects; they are vitally 
needed. But what we need now, at this moment, is the elevation 
of the fisheries to a policvmaking position in the Government which 
will give the impetus needed to concentrate on research, oceano- 
gvraphy, and marine technology. 

Increasing the funds obtainable under the Saltonstall-Kennedy 
Act to $5 million a vear, the appropriation asked for in the original 
bill, would be belated recognition that that amount is necessary. 

We must emphasize however, that our immediate aim is much 
higher than the implementation and expansion of present activities 
under the old order of things. Just as a home owner periodically 
modernizes his home so must the Federal Government modernize 
its agencies to meet current world conditions. Fisheries is a subject 
of international attention and a domestic fishing industry needs 
protection and solicitude of the highest order. 

In connection with that, Mr. Bonner, I might say vou asked the 
question this morning as to whether or not the Saltonstall-Kennedy 
Act was a success. We think it is a, success. But the duties and 
activities that are confined to that particular agency are far removed 
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from the problems that are connected with the fishing industry as 
a whole. 

I was quite astonished to learn that now, after all the years the 
fisheries of the United States has been committed to its charge and 
keeping, that the Department of Interior is considering the establish- 
ment of an agency on commercial fisheries within the Department. 
Whence comes this belated attention? 

The need for such an agency has existed for years. Is it because at 
long last the industry and Congress has decided that it has been 
neglected too long and have taken steps to do something about it? 

Is the statement that the Department of Interior is considering the 
establishment of an agency within the Department designed to side- 
track any future action with respect to the legislation now befbre this 
committee? 

A representative of the Department of Interior who testified before 
this committee recently stated, “It would be unsound to separate the 
commercial fisheries function from the rest of the fisheries functions 
now being performed by the Fish and Wildlife Service.” 

The bill under consideration does not propose to do that. It calls 
for the transfer of all functions, powers, duties and authority of the 
Fish and Wildlife Service that relate primarily to fish, fisheries, and 
related matters to the Fisheries Division of the Department of 
Interior. 

The attitude of the Department seems to be—do nothing to disturb 
the present status of fisheries in the Department of Interior. The 
motivating force that initiated the move to elevate fisheries stems 
from the dissatisfaction of the industry with the attitude of indifference 
with which the industry’s problems have been regarded. 

Any proposal to improve and strengthen the status of the industry 
has been viewed with suspicion and distrust and a negative attitude. 
This is not intended to be a criticism of the present Assistant Secretary 
or any officer under him. I do believe he has the interest of the 
fisheries at heart but he has not occupied the position long enough to 
absorb the intricacies and problems that attend the office. 

It is a criticism of the method in which the responsibilities and the 
duties of the chief appointive office of the Department have been 
administered in matters relating to the fishing industry. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service representative outlined the present 
arrangement for dealing with the commercial fisheries within the 
Department. Let us assume that the fishing industry submits a 
project to the Department. 

The project is reported to the Branch of Commercial Fisheries 
which reports to an Assistant Director for Fisheries, who reports to 
the Director who reports to the Assistant Secretary who in turn reports 
to the Under Secretary or the Secretary. 

When a decision is reached the process is reversed. The Under 
Secretary or Secretary reports to the Assistant Secretary who reports 
to the Director who reports to the Assistant Director who finally 
reports to the Branch of Commercial Fisheries. 

By this time the project has become befouled with side issues and 
the industry finds itself right back where it started—out on a limb. 

Mr. Dincetu. At that point, this particular bill would insert two 
additional steps. It would insert one officer at the higher end and it 
would insert a commission somewhere in the middle. 
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Mr. Rice. At this point, Mr. Chairman, I am not worried about 
what is inserted. I am worried about how the problems of the indus- 
try can be handled. If they can be handled by a direct appeal to a 
commission it eliminates a lot of steps that are necessary today in 
order to get a decision on a problem that is presented to the Depart- 
ment. 

Mr. DinceE tt. I think you missed my point. You complain about 
the length of time and the number of steps that you have to go through, 
and yet in this chain of command which you say is already too long 
you would insert two more steps, a commission composed of five 
members, and an Assistant Secretary. Instead of 5 or 6 steps which 
you complain about now, you would have 6 or 7 or even 8 steps. 

Mr. Rice. I do not say that problem would have to be treated 
under a commission as it is treated today, that it would have to go 
through these various steps before it would reach the commission. 
The commission in delegating a solution of the problem could refer 
to these various branches with the understanding that the problem 
would be expedited as far as a solution would be concerned. 

That is about all I will say on my statement, but there were a 
couple of questions raised in the discussion. Mr. Bonner raised the 
question of how serious the import problem is to the domestic industry. 
I have initiated the fouth action before the Tariff Commission in the 
last 10 years. That will be heard the 5th of June. 

The reason we have done it is because after we had concluded every 
previous action, we then had to make the rounds of all the agencies 
in the Federal Government to try and get relief. By the time we get 
through the various doors of one agency after another, time has gone 
by and approximately 2 ve ars had clasped and the next question that 
we are confronted with was, “Have you exh: auste ‘d all your remedies 
that are available to you in the Fede ral services? 

When we say “yes,” they say, “When were you before the Tariff 
Commission last?” ‘“T'wo years ago.” “Well, present another case.”’ 
So, we started the rounds again. I can tell you of three experiences I 
had in dealing with Federal agencies down here that have left the fish 
business in such en awkward and embarrassed position that I hesitated 
to go home and report to my group. 

I know you are cramped for time, but I would like to tell you about 
them just to show you why we need a commission in the Federal serv- 
ices that will handle the problems of the fishing industry on a level 
equal to the other agencies that there are in the Federal service and 
not have me or other representatives of the industry beating on the 
back door to get in to talk to somebod y about the prob lems that 
confront us. 

I will cite you one example. Last July, I filed a protest with the 
Treasury Department with respect to a violation of a countervailing 
duty provision that exists in regard to Iceland. Last July. To date, 
I have received three letters from the Customs Bureau: Onc, ‘“We 
have received your problem.” Two, “We are studying your 
problem.”’ The third, ‘We are still studying your problem.” If 
there was a fishery commission to whom that problem could be referred, 
it could be bandied at the executive level and I would have had an 
answer 6 months ago. 

Let a foreign country come in here with a petition or a request for 
a ruling and they will get it in 10 .ninutes, but every time we in the 
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domestic industry have had to appear before a public agency we have 
appeared in the role of a defendant, and that condition would not 
change until you have changed the setup as to how this industry will 
be handled in Federal services. 

Mr. Dincett. Was there not testimony of the State Department 
yesterday where the part testifying on behalf of the Department 
stated that the situation in respect to the particular problem that 
you posed with regard to tariffs and similar problems would not be 
handled a bit differently with the Commission, and the machinery 
setup in the bill before the committee from the way the problem is 
handled today? 

Mr. Rice. That is because the general attitude of the State Depart- 
ment is that they will handle things i in their own way. If we get a 
fisheries commission with as much authority as the State Department, 
which they should have, they will then change their tactics with 
respect to considering fishery problems. Why is one agency any 
more superior in this form of Government than another? The State 
Department has taken over the management of the United States. 

\ir. Dincetu. I have certain objections to that situation myself. 

Mir. Rice. As far as the sports fishery group are concerned, it 1s 
too bad that they did not contact some representatives of the com- 
mercial fishing industry to sit down and iron out some of these 
differences before we came in to discuss these problems in relation 
to this bill. 

[ am sure we could have had a united front. 

Mr. Dinceu. It occurs to me that is a problem that commerical 
people could have discussed with the sports people as well. 

Mr. Rice. Well, they knew of the existence of the bill. They made 
no effort to contact the commercial fisheries, who immediately became 
active with respect to the bill. 

Mr. Dingetu. Do you have any further testimony to give us? 

Mr. Rice. I have plenty of testimony, but not the time. 

Mr. Dinceti. You may file a written statement at any time for 
yourself, sir, and also for the distinguished majority leader at this 
time, and you may have 5 days to file any additional statements that 
you might desire. 

Mr. Rice. Thank you. 


The statements referred to and others are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF TuHomas D. Rick, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, MASSACHUSETTS 
FISHERIES ASSOCIATION, ON H. R. 11309 AND RELATED BILis 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, Iam Thomas D. Rice, executive 
secretary of the Massachusetts Fisheries Association and secretary of the Fed- 
erated Fishing Boats of New England and New York, Ine. Both organizations 
represent 90 percent of the fish-producing and fish-processing concerns in the city 
of Boston. I have also been delegated to appear for and in behalf of the Glou- 

cester Fisheries Association of Gloucester, Mass., and the American Tunaboat 
Association of San Diego, Calif. In connection with my appearance as repre- 
senting the American Tunaboat Association, I have been asked to read the 
following statement and to have it incorporated in the record of this hearing. 

I wish to have the four associations recorded as favoring the passage of H. R. 
11309. Since the opening week of this session of the 84th Congress there have been 
several bills introduced designed to improve the position of the commercial fishing 
industry within the structure of the Federal Government. A sizeable group of 
fisheries representatives have met several times during the last 5 months to study 
all such legislation and to determine which measure could receive the unanimous 
approval of the industry and also could be considered by the Congress to be the 
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most practical to receive its consideration and endorsement. Of all the bills 
considered, the legislation introduced in the Senate by Senator Warren G. Mag- 
nuson and amended by Senator Payne seemed to meet both requirements. | 
refer to S. 3275 (revised) which is cosponsored by over 30 Senators. Mr. Thomp- 
son, Mr. Bates, and others have introduced substantially the same legislation in 
the House as companion measures. 

The purpose of the legislation is to establish a United States Fisheries Commis- 
sion within the United States Department of Interior thereby raising the industry 
to a policymaking level within the Department. It calls for a separation of the 
fisheries from the wildlife functions of the Fish and Wildlife Service so that the 
duties and responsibilities of the Commission can be executed with a greater 
degree of efficiency and attention with respect to matters relating to the fishing 
industry. f 
. The bill was subjected to close scrutiny by the legislative committee of the 
National Fisheries Institute during the convention recently held at Miami Beach. 
It was referred to the general assembly with the recommendation that it be 
endorsed in principle. I am happy to state that it received the unanimous 
approval of the industry in convention. 

The need for such legislation is indeed great. The commercial fisheries of the 
United States produced 4,600,000 pounds of fish and shellfish in 1955 with an 
estimated value of $325 million yet it has been under the jurisdiction of a hy- 
phenated division of a Federal agency where its problems and its welfare have been 
regarded as of secondary importance. A healthy and prosperous fishing industry 
should be and can be a vital part of our general economy. We can make it so 
only if we have a Government agency of sufficient stature to study its problems 
and to initiate expeditious action with respect to solving them. 

During the last 10 years there has been a tremendous upsurge in commercial 
fishing throughout the world. The expansion of activities in foreign countries 
have given rise to international problems affecting fisheries in all corners of the 
globe. Under the point 4 program, which grants aid and assistance to backward 
countries, several millions of dollars have been allocated to develop the fishery 
potentials in a number of backward areas. Many international fisheries com- 
missions have been created for several purposes among which we can list: 

1, Development and expansion of foreign fishing industries. 

2. Conservation of known fishery resources. 

3. Research and exploration to produce added resources. 

4. As international tribunals to establish international rules and regula- 

tions governing conservation and other related measures. 

One of the most important functions of international fisheries commissions is the 
consideration and arbitration of disputes and disagreements arising between 
nations engaged in fishing. It is essential that the interests of the United States, 
during such international conferences, be the responsibility of one or more indi- 
viduals with high standing in Government circles and a broad practical knowledge 
of the fishing industries. This can be accomplished by the creation of a United 
States Fisheries Commission. 

Statements have been made that this legislation would not help to solve the 
present problems confronting the industry. Yet nothing has been offered by 
way of solution except to state that the Department of Interior is reviewing the 
need for more research, more oceanographic work, and more technological studies. 
Those are all very good and worthwhile projects; they are vitally needed. But 
what we need now, at this moment, is the elevation of the fisheries to a policy- 
making position in the Government which will give the impetus needed to con- 
centrate on research, oceanography, and marine technology. Increasing the 
funds obtainable under the Saltonstall-Kennedy Act to $5 million a year, the 
appropriation asked for in the original bill, would be belated recognition that 
that amount is necessary, 

We must emphasize, however, that our immediate aim is much higher than the 
implementation and expansion of present activities under the old order of things. 
Just as a homeowner periodically modernizes his home so must the Federal 
Government modernize its agencies to meet current world conditions. Fisheries 
is a subject of international attention and a domestic fishing industry needs 
protection and solicitude of the highest order. 

I was quite astonished to learn that now, after all the years the fisheries of the 
United States have been committed to its charge and keeping the Department 
of Interior is considering the establishment of an agency on commercial fisheries 
within the Department. Whence comes this belated attention? The need for 
such an agency has existed for years. Is it because at long last the industry 
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and Congress has decided that it has been neglected too long and has taken steps 
to do something about it? Is the statement that the Department of Interior is 
considering the establishment of an agency within the Department designed to 
sidetrack any future action with respect to the legislation now before this 
committee? 

A representative of the Department of Interior who testified before this com- 
mittee recently stated, ‘‘It would be unsound to separate the commerical fisheries 
function from the rest of the fisheries functions now being performed by the Fish 
and Wildlife Service.’’ The bill under consideration does not propose to do that.’’ 
It calls for the transfer of all functions, powers, duties, and authority of the Fish 
and Wildlife Service that relate primarily to fish, fisheries, and rleated matters 
to the Fisheries Division of the Department of the Interior. 

The attitude of the Department seems to be—do nothing to disturb the present 
status of fisheries in the Department of the Interior. The motivating force that 
initiated the move to elevate fisheries stems from the dissatisfaction of the indus- 
try with the attitude of indifference with which the industry’s problems have been 
regarded. Any proposal to improve and strengthen the status of the industry 
has been viewed with suspicion and distrust and a negative attitude. This is 
not intended to be a criticism of the present Assistant Secretary or any officer 
under him. I do believe he has the interest of the fisheries at heart but he has 
not occupied the position long enough to absorb the intricacies and problems that 
attend the office. It is a criticism of the method in which the responsibilities and 
the duties of the chief appointive office of the Department have been administered 
in matters relating to the fishing industry. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service representative outlined the present arrangement 
for dealing with the commercial fisheries within the Department. Let us assume 
that the fishing industry submits a project to the Department. The project is 
reported to the Branch of Commercial Fisheries which reports to an Assistant 
Director for Fisheries, who reports to the Director who reports to the Assistant 
Secretary who in turn reports to the Under Secretary or the Secretary. When 
a decision is reached the process is reversed. The Under Secretary or Secretary 
reports to the Assistant Secretary who reports to the Director who reports to the 
Assistant Director who finally reports to the Branch of Commercial Fisheries. 
By this time the project has become befouled with side issues and the industry 
finds itself right back where it started—out on a limb. 

This procedure has been described as a direct line of approach. It doesn’t 
work out that way. The fate of the project is left to the discretion of one indi- 
vidual, either the Secretary or the Under Secretary, and if his primary interest 
in the Department happens to be reclamation projects, power dams, or national 
parks, you can be sure that a commercial fisheries project is going to receive little 
attention. That has been our experience with the Department during the last 
4 or 5 years. 

We have a current example of its attitude toward fisheries in the testimony 
submitted on behalf of the Department of the Interior by the Assistant Secretary. 
The Department ‘‘econcurs in the general objectives of these bills,’’ but ‘‘recom- 
mends that they not be enacted.’”’ The Department states the principal reason 
for the recommendation against enactment lies in the organizational changes 
which they propose. How else can the objectives of the proposed legislation be 
accomplished unless the proposed organizational changes are made? It was 
stated ‘‘the Department is diligently striving in its efforts to assist the United 
States fishing industry to become competitive with the fishing industries of other 
countries, and with other food products in the United States.’”’ I would like to 
be informed of one project initiated by the Department for the purpose of assisting 
the United States fishing industry to become competitive with the fishing indus- 
tries of other countries. I cannot accept as an answer to this question a descrip- 
tion of research projects, oceanographic work, technological studies, or what has 
been accomplished under the Saltonstall-Kennedy Act. 

Mention was made of the serious problem the industry experiences in the field 
of finance. It was referred to in the following statement: ‘Insofar as financing is 
a problem, we think it appropriate to explore existing authorities of agencies 
which have been assigned this power to see that their resources are available to 
the fishing industry.’’ Our reaction to that statement is one of confirmation 
and agreement. It is not only appropriate but it is also high time that something 
was done about it. Existing authorities of agencies have been thoroughly ex- 
plored and have offered no encouragement whatever unless your financial struc- 
ture is in a very healthy condition. In that case you won’t need Government 
assistance since private bank financing is available on the same or possibly better 
terms. The tuna industry of California explored the existing authorities of such 
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agencies almost 2 years ago only to be told that the economic condition of the 
industry was too hazardous to warrant financing with Government funds. The 
New England industry sought financial aid just 6 months ago and the results to 
date have been most discouraging. 

I have given you some of the reasons why we in the industry feel that H. R. 
11309 is a good piece of legislation. It provides for a direct liaison relationship 
between industry and Government, something which we feel is badly needed. It 
creates a commission whose sole reason for being is to handle the complex problems 
of the fisheries and the fishing industry, problems which are increasing and becom- 
ing more complex with each passing day both at the domestic level and the inter- 
national level. 

This is major legislation which has the unanimous endorsement of all segments 
of the fishing industry throughout the country. I sincerely hope that the com- 
mittee will recognize the importance of this unanimity and vote in favor of the bill. 


———_———— 


HousE oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
OFFICE OF THE Masority LEADER, 
Washington, D. C., May 21, 1956. 
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries: 


Some weeks ago I wrote Chairman Bonner of my special interest in H. R. 10813 
introduced by our friend from Louisiana, Mr. Thompson, urging the committee to 
hold early hearings on this bill, and also urging the committee to act favorably 
upon the bill. Since then a number of conferences have been held in connection 
with amendments to the companion bill filed in the Senate, S. 3275, and as a result 
our friend from Washington, Mr, Magnuson, has introduced H. R. 11309. This 
bill is the same as the Thompson bill, with the exception of amendments agreed 
upon as a result of Senate conferences. I might say that in the Senate a com- 
panion bill to H. R. 11309 has been introduced. The Magnuson bill, H. R. 11309, 
represents the views of the entire fishing industry of the United States. 

I know that I do not have to argue to this committee as to the importance of 
the fishing industry in the United States. Not only the owners of fishing vessels, 
but also the officers and seamen who man such vessels. I know I do not have to 
argue to this committee as to the plight of the fishing industry in the United States 
today, and that it certainly needs every assistance possible in and out of Congress. 
While this bill is not from a legislative angle, the complete solution of the problems 
of the fishing industry and those who man the vessels, nevertheless the report of 
this bill by your committee, and the passage by Congress, will go a long way 
toward solving some of the main problems of the fishing industry. 

We have autonomous agencies for about every business activity that makes up 
our national economy. It is only fair and proper that there should be a Fisheries 
Division within the Department of Interior as provided for in H. R. 11309. The 
purpose of this bill is to make a marked contribution toward preserving one of 
our basic natural resources. The fishing industry has played an important part 
in our life, not only under constitutional government, but in the colonial days. 
It is still an important part of our national economy. 

'* I respectfully and strongly urge the committee to report out H. R. 11309. 


JoHN W. McCormack. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. CratG HOSMER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee, 
the purpose and intent of H. R. 8001 and similar bills before you is to establish 
a national policy with respect to commercial fisheries and to establish adminis- 
trative means for forwarding that policy in order to strengthen the commercial 
fisheries segment of our national economy. 

The departmental reports before you in effect state that H. R. 8001 is inadequate 
to accomplish these various purposes. The important thing is that the committee 
is dealing with this subject, and I believe, in its wisdom, will by legislative process 
progress to these ends in a proper manner. 

Mv testimony will deal exclusively with what I believe our national policy 
should be to further the development and maintenance of an adequate and 
well-balanced American fishing industry. 
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I believe it is necessary for (1) national defense, (2) in support of the develop- 
ment of our foreign and domestic commerce, and (3) to insure a supply of necessary 
high-protein food for the diet of our citizens, that the United States maintain and 
support a commercial fishing industry. 

This industry should meet the following standards: 

(a) Be sufficient to provide the high protein marine aud fish food reasonably 
needed for domestic consumers. 

(6) Be able to support adequately an inshore and high seas fishing fleet capable 
of serving as a naval and military auxiliary in time of war or national emergency. 

(c) Maintain a fleet fit to serve the United States Navy and United States 
Coast Guard-as a far ranging, high seas information source in time of peace. 

(d) Operate its fishing fleet under the United States flag and ownership insofar 
as may be practicable. 

(e) Employ fleets to be composed of the best equipped, safest and most suitable 
type of vessels constructed in the United States and manned with a trained and 
efficient citizen personnel. 

(f) On the shoreside maintain modern, capably managed installations such as 
canneries, freezer plants, and processing units of all kinds for marine products 
which may operate in a prosperous manner to supply domestic consumers the 
much needed nutritious and health-giving protein food of the sea. 

It is within the province and the ability of the committee to establish such a 
policy and implement it to assure the maintenance of an industry meeting these 
standards. 

Whether this be done through the medium of H. R. 8001, other legislation, bv 
administrative action, or by combination thereof, it is the ideal and I am confident 
that the committee will seek it. This committee and the Congress: will want 
to foster the development, encourage the maintenance, and further the prosperity 
of such a fishing industry. 

This opportunity to express my views to you is much appreciated. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Epwarp T. MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Chairman, it is always a pleasure to appear before this committee on 
which I had the privilege of serving for several years. Among the bills being 
considered by it today is H. R. 10770 which I introduced to establish a sound 
and comprehensive national policy with respect to the development and con- 
servation of our Nation’s fisheries resources. 

Throughout history man has been dependent upon the sea for food to sustain 
him. The situation remains the same in present-day America where our great 
fishery industry supplies millions of our citizens with abundant quantities of 
wholesome and delicious seafoods at reasonable prices throughout the year. 
While this industry continues to fulfill this heavy responsibility, nevertheless 
much can and should be done without further delay to strengthen its position 
in our economy and assure its well-being during the vears to come. 

During the last Congress I had the opportunity to join with a number of my 
colleagues in obtaining approval of the so-called Saltonstall-Kennedy Act, pro- 
viding for a comprehensive long-range Federal fishery research program and I[ 
have been intensely gratified by the results which have been achieved under this 
program within the last 18 months. If the benefits of adequate fishery research 
are to accrue to the advantage of the American people, however, this program 
must be implemented by the determination of long-range policies relating to the 
conservation, development, and management of our Nation’s fishery resources 
and the establishment of an appropriate Federal agency, such as a Federal Fish- 
eries Commission to administer and carry out these policies. 

Despite many unwise policies in the past as well as numerous unexplained 
phenomena which have seriously affected the supplies of certain fish and other 
seafoods, our Nation still has substantial fishery resources. This wealth must 
be protected and the future of the great American fishery industry assured. 

I believe that legislation such as H. R. 10770, if enacted, would have an im- 
portant role in preserving our Nation’s fishery resources. As you may know, a 
large segment of my State’s fishery industry is centered on the Eastern Shore of 
Maryland, the district I represent. I have discussed this legislation with a num- 
ber of the local leaders in the seafood industry and they are in wholehearted 
accord with my views on this point. 

Accordingly, I urge your committee to give a favorable report recommending 
legislation along the lines proposed in H. R. 10770. 
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HovusrE oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 14, 1956. 
MercHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES CoMMITTER, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: You have been kind enough to notify me that 
statement on H. R. 10784. 

In view of the fact that Congressman Colmer introduced 
subject, mine being a copy of his, I assume that he will tak: 
mitting evidence in connection with this legislation. I introduced this bill on 
behalf of conservation-minded constitutents of mine who felt that it would be in 
the public interest and convinced me of the merit of the basie proposals. I will 
certainly appreciate your careful consideration of this legislation, and, if possible, 
favorable action along the lines of H. R. 10784. 

[I am submitting this letter as a statement in lieu of a personal appearance 
because I have been previously scheduled to appear before another committee at 
the same time. 

With kindest regards, I am 

Sincerely, 


Il could submit a 


» leading bill on this 
he leadership in sub- 


CHARLES E. BENNETT, 
Member of Congre $s. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Wixtiiam C. Cramer, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
YROM THE STATE OF I'LORIDA 

Mr. Chairman, together with several of my colleagues I have introduced a bill 
to be considered by this committee today that, by a national act of 1956 would 
establish a United States Fisheries Commission. 

Such a bill is of great importance to the State of Florida and one that would 
benefit that portion of our economy in which guidance and study is currently 
needed. Because of this primary importance to my State and the Nation as a 
whole, I urge your favorable consideration of H. R. 10874 and the other measures 
before you. 

Under this bill there would be established a Commission, under the Department 
of the Interior, of bipartisan nature to attend the problems of an industry that is 
of great importance to the State of Florida. The Sunshine State has long ranked 
as one of the greatest seafood producers in the Nation. Annually Florida land- 
ings have amounted from 7.1 percent of the national output. Florida fishermen, 
operating from the most extensive coast possessed by any State, in addition to 
producing a high proportion of the national output of fishery products, also lands 
more species of fish than any other part of the country. In 6 of its 8 most valu- 
able fisheries, Florida has continued to be the principle United States producer 
and in the past few years has moved into the fore as a shrimp producer. LEco- 
nomically these products are of great importance to my State and nearly a $100 
million annual retail value is placed on Florida production. 

Because of this and my general interest in fish and wildlife. I am most concerned 
with the careful study and conservation of our resources and the orderly marketing 
of these products. Under such a Commission as I have proposed greater facilities 
for study and resource programs could be carried out. The economy of the 
industry could be protected from ill-advised practices and the proportion of sales 
and introduction of merchandising and packaging benefits and studies would be 
of prime importance. 

{ would present at this time a study of the problem of the fishing industry as 
made by Dr. Carter C. Osterbind which outlines very well the problem of the 
industry in the State of Florida and which, I believe would serve well in the 
deliberations of this committee. 


*“A Snort Report ON FLORIDA’S COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 


“(By Carter C. Osterbind, associate research professor; and Elise C. 
assistant in research, Bureau of Economic and Business Research) 
““(Epitor’s Note.—This article is based upon the recently published book en- 
titled ‘Florida’s Commercial Fisheries—Markets, Operations, Outlook,’ State 
Economie Studies No. 7, which may be obtained from the Bureau of Economic 
and Business Research, College of Business Administration, University of Florida, 
Gainesville.) 


Jones, 
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“Commercial fishing is one of Florida’s oldest industries, and through the 
years this State has ranked high in the production of fishery products. The latest 
data giving both the pounds and value of landings by States are for the year 1952. 
In that year Florida ranked fourth among the States and Alaska in value of land- 
ings and sixth in volume of landings. California, Massachusetts, and Alaska 
ranked, in that order, as the three leaders in the value of landings. Florida was 
exceeded by these three areas also on a volume basis. Louisiana, falling only 
slightly below Florida in value of landings, ranked third among the States on a 
volume basis, while Maine fell in fifth place. 


VALUE OF FLORIDA’S CATCH 


“Florida not only has ranked high among the coastal States in pounds and 
value of fish landed, but the value of these landings to the fisherman has been a 
substantial percentage of the total value of the fish catch in the United States 
and Alaska. In 1953 the aggregate value of Florida landings for the vear reached 
an alltime peak of $31.5 million. This amount was 9.7 percent of the $325 mil- 
lion combined value of landings for the United States and Alaska. At the end 
of 1954, however, Vlorida’s annual landings had dropped in value to $24.5 mil- 
lion, or 7.1 percent of the value of landings in the United States and Alaska. 

“Florida fishermen, operating from the most extensive coast possessed by any 
State, in addition to producing a high proportion of the national output of fishery 
products, also land more species of fish than do the fishermen of any other part of 
the coun ry. 

“In the United States, Florida, the sole producer of sponges and the principal 
producer of red snapper, mullet, pompano, and a number of other varieties oi! 
seafoods has recently moved to the fore in the landings of shrimp. 

‘‘In 6 of its 8 most valuable fisheries, Florida has continued to be the principal 
United States producer. In 1951 this State produced 93 percent of the Spanish 
mackerel, 82 percent of the grouper, and 79 percent of the mullet landed in the 
United States. In addition, Florida producers accounted for almost 20 percent 
of the shrimp catch. Among its eight most valuable fisheries Florida may be 
considered as a relatively minor producer only of menhaden. A comparison of 
the remainder of the Florida fisheries to those of the United States and Alaska 
reveals that for a very large proportion of the species landed’ in Florida, the 
State’s fisheries are the sole or principal producers. 

“Tn recent years Florida’s most valuable group of fisheries has been shellfish. 
The importance of shellfish is shown by the data below giving the pounds of 
fishery products landed in Florida, their total value, and their value per pound! 
to the fisherman, by major groups of fisheries, for the vears 1953 and 1954. 


Total Value per 


-oundS 
Pounds value pound 


Finfish Thousands Thousands Cents 
Edible 65, 445 $8, 181 12. 6 
Nonedible 70, 413 746 1. OF 

Shellfish _- 70, G87 22, 464 31.6 

Miscellaneous : 42 131 314.4 


All groups 206, 887 31, 522 15..2 





Potal Value per 


“ : > 
Group Pounds valtio pound 


Finfish Thousands Thousands Cents 
Edible 64, 571 $8, 180 
Nonedible - - 42, 458 521 
Shellfish ; 63, 686 15, 789 
Miscellaneous 5 21 51 


All groups . ° ° 170, 736 24, 541 
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“The average value in 1953 of 31.6 cents per pound of shellfish was a primary 
contributor to the highest total value of landings in Florida’s history. In both 
1953 and 1954 the shellfish group, made up principally of shrimp, spiny lobsters, 
and blue crabs, was Florida’s most valuable fishery. In spite of the sizable decrease 
in 1954 of the value of shellfish landings, which is accounted for by the decrease 
in the per-pound value as well as the decrease in the landings of shrimp, the shell- 
fish fishery was more valuable to Florida than all of the State’s other fisheries com- 
bined. An expansion of the shrimp fishery and the other principal shellfish fish 
eries could quickly raise the value of Florida landings to new levels. The high 
value per pound for the miscellaneous group was attributable in both 1953 and 
1954 to the per-pound value of sponges. This once very important fishery has 
suffered from a depletion of beds and study is now underway to see what may be 
done to restore the source of supplies as well as the market for the sale of sponges. 

‘To appraise further the value of Florida’s fisheries the values of fishery products 
at successive levels of distribution are included. Although statistics on the mar- 
gins of processors, wholesalers, and retailers are not available, estimates have been 
made to show approximate values. According to estimates for the vear 1953, 
Florida ae at the processor level had a value of $53 million; at the whole- 
saler level, $75 million; and at the retailer level, a value of $98 million. 

“Having examined the value of fishery products produced in Florida, and their 
relative importance it is appropriate to consider some other aspects of the economie 
importance of Florida’s fisheries. 


“PRODUCTION FACILITIES, EMPLOYMENT, AND FISHERMEN’S INCOME 


‘*Production facilities in the fisheries consist, in general, of boats and vessels, 
fishing gear, and equipment, and fishhouse facilities for packing, processing, 
freezing, and storing. The last census of these facilities was taken in 1950. At 
that time the Florida fisheries were using 5,820 boats, 872 vessels (crafts of 5 or 
more tons) with a tonnage capacity of 11,726, and gear having an estimated value 
of $2.3 million, with the estimated total value of these facilities ranging from $8 
to $15 million. Since 1950 many large shrimping vessels have been added to 
Florida’s fishing fleet and a number of these vessels, equipped, have a value 
$40,000 or more each. Although the total investment in fishhouse facilities is 
not known, the Bureau’s survey in 1953 revealed that on the average the invest- 
ment per firm was not large. Only 7 percent of the reporting firms had plants 

valued at more than $50,000, while over 46 percent had plants valued at less than 
$10,000. 

‘‘Although the fishery employment figure is not strictly comparable to the other 
employment figures because of differences in the definitions of employment, it 
will serve for general comparisons. 


of 


“Employment in Florida in 1950 


Employed labor force A eidi ; 1, 009, 100 
Employed in agriculture si sit 123, 000 
Employed in manufacturing 108, 300 
Employed in wholesale and retail trade : 240, 400 
Employed in construction 90, 600 
Employed in fisheries ; 10, 300 

“Of the 10,300 people sildiibed d in the fisheries, 1,600 were classified as casual 
fishermen—those whose principal business was something other than fishing nd 
who received less than one-half their annual compensation from fishing. Thus 


in the summary statistics some individuals are counted as being employed ir 
two industries. Although the number of employed fishermen did not exceed 1 
percent of the employed labor force in Florida in 1950, in certain areas the impor- 
tance of fisheries as a source of employment is much greater than this percentage 
would suggest. 

‘Fishermen ranged from less than one-tenth of 1 percent of the employed labor 


force in Broward County to 35 percent in Franklin County. In 12 counties 
fishermen were over 5 percent of the employed labor force; in 7 counties, over 
LO percent; and in 3 counties, over 20 percent. In all of these counties fishermen 
were clearly an important component of the total employed labor foree. In 2 
counties, Monroe and Collier, there were more fishermen in the labor force than 
either farm laborers or manufacturing employees. As would be expected, in the 


counties having the largest total labor foree—Dade, Duval, and ithberaus h 
the number of fishermen constituted a relatively small proportion of the total 
The 3 counties leading in number of fishermen in 1950 were Monroe, Pinellas, and 
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Franklin. The relative importance of fishermen to the employed labor force 
in these three counties, however, was very different. In Franklin County, as 
previously noted, they constituted 35 percent and in Monroe, 17 percent, while in 
Pinellas they were only 1.5 percent. 

“Employment conditions and the quality of workers in the fisheries have long 
posed problems to the industry. Some employers believe that the fisheries do 
not attract young men because of the long hours, the irregular seasonal nature of 
the employment, and the low wages. According to the 1950 census of population, 
the age distribution of employed oystermen and fishermen and of the total em- 
ployed civilian labor force were not significantly different. In comparison to 
specific types of employment, however, differences may be found. For example, 
a larger proportion of those employed as operatives and kindred workers in 
manufacturing fall in the age range from 14 to 34 years than do those employed 
as oystermen and fishermen. Conversely, a larger proportion of oystermen and 
fishermen are in the age group of 45 years and over. 

‘According to the 1950 census, the median income of oystermen and fishermen 
in Florida, based on the 1949 income received, was $1,239, which was considerably 
below the median income of $2,122 for those in the male civilian labor force. 
\ comparison of incomes received by fishermen and oystermen with incomes 
received by manufacturing operatives and kindred workers and by all male 
workers in the experienced labor force in Florida reveals that a much larger 
proportion of the fishermen and oystermen fall in the low income classes of from 
$1 to $999 and from $1,000 to $1,999 per year. 

“Although the low level of income in the fisheries definitely contributes to the 
labor problems of the industry, it should be remembered that there are a number 
of factors contributing to this level of wages which are controlled by the skill 
and initiative of the individual fishermen themselves. In 1950 over 51 percent 
of the oystermen and fishermen were self-employed. Those who were not self- 
emploved were compensated in most cases on the basis of a rate per pound or 
on the basis of a fixed proportion of the value of the catch. Thus, for most 
fishermen compensation was directly tied to the volume of landings and to the 
price paid per pound for the fish. This raises the significant question of the 
possible relative effects of production and market influences on the earnings of 
fishermen, 


“VALUE OF FISHERY PRODUCTS MANUFACTURED IN FLORIDA 


‘“‘Nonedible finfish landed in Florida are processed both in and out of the 
State and a very large proportion of Florida’s edible finfish and shellfish is sold 
to out-of-State buyers without being canned or packaged. Similarly, a large 
proportion of Florida’s seafood going into the local retail markets is not canned 
or packaged. However, canning, packaging, and processing are becoming more 
important in Florida, and the growth of these activities may have an important 
effect upon the future of Florida fisheries. In 1953 the total market value of 
Florida’s production of packaged and canned finfish and shellfish products and 
byproducts was $4,090,299. 

“The production of breaded, cooked, and peeled shrimp has increased greatly 
in the past few years and has become the most valuable processed and packaged 
fishery product produced in Florida. The aggregate sale of this product in 1953 
was valued at $2,239,383. On the basis of average producer’s margins it is 
estimated that the above production represents a value added of $1,659,843. 


““FLORIDA’S OUT-OF-STATE MARKET 


‘“An assessment of the value of Florida’s fisheries reveals that, although the 
amount invested and the number of people employed are comparatively small, 
this State accounts fer a substantial percentage of the total value of seafoods 
landed in the United States and Alaska. Florida’s relatively high position in 
production makes it appropriate to consider some characteristics of the market 
for these products and some of the factors influencing this market. 

‘‘Producers in the Florida fisheries are in substantial agreement that out-of- 
State wholesale buyers constitute their best market outlets. In a survey in 
1953 by the Bureau of Economic and Business Research the Florida producers 
were asked to specify in the order of rank their five most important out-of-State 
market outlets. Their responses revealed a market of considerable scope. In- 
dicated as falling within these ranks of importance were 69 cities located in 24 
States and the District of Columbia. 
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‘‘New York, though more remote than many of the States named as important, 
was ranked first by more producers than was any other State. Three nearby 
States—in order, Georgia, Alabama, and Louisiana—followed in the number 
of rankings. Among the important market States were included such States as 
Nebraska, Iowa, Illinois, Michigan, Indiana, Ohio, and Pennsylvania. The 
inclusion of wholesale buyers in these States, in the producers’ listings of their 
most important market outlets, indicates not only the scope but also the consump- 
tion potential of the area served by Florida producers. 

“The wholesaler, however, is only the first link in the chain of distribution and 
the full scope of the market necessarily looks to the location of ultimate consumers. 
Consumer studies by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service have revealed 
that Florida-type fish and shellfish are used and identified by consumers located 
throughout the Nation. The studies indicate that although the market has 
national characteristics, very little is generally known by consumers about the 
major varieties of Florida finfish while a great deal is known about the major 
varieties of shellfish. This is an indication of the need to develop a better market- 


ing program in the distribution and sale of Florida finsfish The preferences of 
consumers and the regional diTerences in these preferences point to both a chang- 
ing market and a great potential market. Factors such as these make it evident 


that improved marketing practices by producers will have a considerable bearing 
on market participation in the future. 

“The volume figures of commercial fish landings in the United States and vari- 
ous other parts of the world show that, over long periods, as population has in- 
creased, the landings of fishery products have also tended to increase. It may be 
deducted, therefore, that demand has been a dominant influence in determining 
the quantity of landings. On the assumption that this influence will continue 
and that supplies of seafoods from all sources will not suddenly fail to meet the 
demand, the expected continued growth of the Nation’s population and the 
relatively stable per capita consumption of fishery products become valuable 
guide lines in appraising the future national market for seafoods. 

“The latest population projections by the United States Bureau of the Census 
indicate that by 1960 the population for the Nation is expected to be 16 or 17 
percent greater than it was in 1950, and that by 1965 it will be 23 to 25 percent 
greater. In rough terms these figures give an indication of the potential percent- 
age growth of the demand for seafoods if the per capita consumption continues 
to be fairly stable. In the national market supplied by products from American 
fisheries as wel! as by imports from other countries, domestic per capita consump- 
tion averaged about 9.8 pounds in the 10-vear period from 1939 through 1948. 
From 1949 through 1954, the average was approximately 11 pounds—a significant 
increase in the total market picture. With improved facilities for better distribu- 
tion and marketing, and with greater selling efforts, it is possible that there will be 
a further increase in the per capita consumption of seafood products. 

“Since population projections and per capita consumption figures both point 
to an increasing demand for fishery products in the national market, in general 
it may be said that there will be a good demand for Florida fisherv products if 
the Florida producers can meet the conditions of the market. Even in this 
favorable market climate, there are several serious problems common to most 
Florida fisheries which must be solved before the Florida producers can improve 
or even maintain—their position as suppliers in the national market. ‘To meet 
this situation, attention must be given, among other things, to the cost of produc- 
tion. 

“HIGH COST OF PRODUCTION 


‘**One of the most serious threats to the Florida producers’ position is the growing 
competition from low-priced finish from other parts of the United States, as well 
as from foreign countries. One obstacle basic to meeting this competition is the 
Florida producers’ high cost of production; for, despite the low average wages 
received by Florida fishermen, the relative cost of labor per powid of fish landed 
is high. 

“The high cost of labor per pound of fish landed is probably due to the manner 
in which the fisheries have developed. 

“The nearness of the fishing grounds to port and the type of boats and gear 
effective in landing such important species as mullet and Spanish mackerel have 
made entrance into Florida fishing industry relatively easy, as well as attractive 
to many with limited investment capital. As some of those who entered the 
business prospered, they were able to enlarge their operations by adding small 
boats to their existing fleets. Since the method of fishing was such that the large 
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producer had little opportunity to reduce his operating costs as the size of the 
operations increased, it appears that the greatest advantages emerging from large- 
scale production were in marketing rather than in production. These advantages 
consisted mainly of better market contacts and a broader knowledge of the south- 
eastern market for fresh unprocessed fish. In recent years, however, as the large 
firms have found their market position challenged by fishery products from 
sources other than Florida, the type of operation which has proved advantageous 
over a long period is now presenting problems that permeate all phases of the 
industry. 

“Although the precise average profit or loss from Florida boat operations 
cannot be ascertained because of incomplete cost data, results from a survey of 
Florida fisheries by the Bureau of Economie and Business Research provide 
cost data on a limited number of producer-owned boats. Although these data 
purport to show no more than the reported cost experience of the number of boats 
designated, they do give an indication of the relative importance of the main 
elements of cost and the magnitude of the cost per pound of fish landed. Cost data 
were obtained on only 3 types of boat operations, but these 3 types accounted 
for approximately 80 percent of the value of marine fishery products landed in 
Florida in 1951: (1) mullet and Spanish-mackerel fisheries (gill nets): (2) red- 
snapper and grouper fisheries (lines) ; and (3) shrimp fisheries (otter trawls). 

‘Mullet and Spanish mackerel boat operations: Figures on the average cost in 
1952 of 21 mullet and Spanish-mackerel boat operations show that although the 
average fisherman’s wage was only $1,413 for the vear, the average labor cost per 
pound of fish landed was high. With the exception of expenditures for gas or 
fuel, the average operating costs per pound of fish landed were approximately the 
same for both mullet and Spanish mackerel boats. For these 21 boats the re- 
ported major costs plus the estimated depreciation actually exceeded the value of 
their gross receipts. With a labor cost of 5.9 cents per pound in addition to the 
other out-of-pocket costs amounting to 4.6 cents, there was little margin left; 
when the depreciation was taken out the producer actually had ineurred a loss. 
These figures are for the vear 1952; it should not be inferred that these producers 
operate at a loss in every year. 

“Given this cost situation at the production level, the existing transportation 
rates, and the customary markups at the various levels of distribution, it is esti- 
mated that fresh Florida mullet and Spanish mackerel moving through the New 
York wholesale market (an important market for Florida producers) will require 
an average retail price of from 29 to 36 cents per pound. This is the price for 
fish in the round—not drawn or dressed. If mullet and Spanish mackerel are 
drawn or dressed the required price will be from 39 to 48 cents. If the 2 varieties 
are filleted by the retailer, the required price per pound would be from $1 to $1.20. 
If mullet and Spanish mackerel are filleted, packaged, and frozen before distribu- 
tion, it is estimated on the basis of an average price of 10.8 cents per pound paid 
to the fishermen, that the required minimum retail price would be 94 cents. As 
used here the term ‘required price’ indicates the estimated price which results 
when the customary margins and transportation costs are added to the average 
price paid to the fisherman plus any processing costs that may have been incurred 
before distribution. The actual market price on some occasions is higher or 
lower than this average estimated price depending on the particular conditions 
of the market. However, use of the estimated required price makes it possible to 
appraise the approximate price results of production costs. 

‘Snapper and grouper boat operations: Boat operation cost figures for snapper 
and grouper fishing are based on the operations of 9 Florida boats ranging in size 
from 29 to 40 feet—with the majority from 34 to 38 feet. With the exception of 
one which reported only grouper landings, all boats landed both grouper and 
snapper. The average wage of the fishermen on these voats was $2,150 for the 
year while the per-pound cost of labor was 9.2 cents. The very manner in which 
certain costs, such as labor, groceries, bait, and fuel, are incurred causes them 
to be high or low per pound of landings depending on the average value of land- 
ings per trip. Maintenance and depreciation per pound, on the other hand, will 
be high or low depending on the total number of pounds landed during the ac- 
counting period. Thus, those snapper and grouper boats operating only a few 
months out of the vear had a higher depreciation and maintenance cost per 
pound of fish landed than did the boats operating a greater number of months, 
whereas their respective costs for labor, groceries, bait, and fuel, per pound of 
fish, did not show the effects of the short operating season. Labor and groceries, 
which are by far the greatest expense items, equaled 68 percent of the value of 
fish landings. 
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“On the basis of the average price of 16.6 cents per pound to the fishermen, the 
estimated required retail price of grouper in the round moving through the New 
York wholesale market would be approximately 35 cents per pound. If drawn, 
the estimated required price would be around 47 cents; if in steaks, around 70 
cents; and if filleted, around $1 per pound. These figures are based on the cus- 
tomary margins and average weight losses experienced in the various types of 
processing indicated above. 

“Shrimp vessel operations: Since vessel operations and fishhouse operations 
are often integrated in the Florida shrimp fishery, it was necessary to apportion 
the aggregate returns between the two operations to derive the gross margin on 
shrimp vessel operations. On the basis of the method of apportionment applied, 
the average gross receipts to 22 shrimp vessels was $26,900—-an average of 48 
cents per pound of headless shrimp. ; 

“The per pound costs are high in comparison to the two other types of fishing 
operations examined, and the percentage distribution of expenses differs in that 
the nonlabor costs account for a much greater proportion of the total expenses. 
Even so the labor costs were 18.2 cents per pound of shrimp landed. Based on 
the average costs and margins found for shrimp vessel operations and the cor- 
responding margins for fishhouse operations, it is estimated that headless shrimp 
moving through the New York wholesale market would require a retail price of 
at least 97 cents per pound. 

‘‘At times the shrimp fishery has been one of Florida’s most profitable fisheries. 
The high returns to producers, both in the aggregate and on a per pound basis, 
and—in comparison to other fisheries—the high return to labor, suggest that down- 
ward movements in prices may be absorbed with less difficulty by this fishery 
than by other fisheries in Florida. 

“On the basis of the cost figures shown for the 3 types of fisheries and the esti- 
mated price effects of these costs, it seems evident that if Florida is to compete 
effectively in the national market the cost of production per pound of fishery 
products in the 2 finfish fisheries must be reduced. Whether the high per pound 
cost of production—a major problem in the mullet and Spanish mackerel fish- 
eries—stems mainly from curtailment of production attributable to market 
forces, or whether it is due to method of fishing or type of gear used, is a question 
that needs to be answered. 

“CONCLUSIONS 


“‘Florida’s commercial fisheries are an important component of the fisheries of 
the United States and Alaska, and the State’s fisheries have, because of the rapid 
increase in the value of its shrimp fishery, attained an even greater relative 
importance in recent years. The market served by the Florida fisheries is extensive 
in scope and has possibilities of further growth if producers can meet the increasing 
competition in the national market. The high cost of production in the finfish 
fisheries poses a real problem—one that requires a reexamination of both produc- 
tion and distribution practices. 

‘‘Apparently, then, there is no easy solution to the production problems of the 
Florida producers of edible finfish. While it is not outside the realm of possibility 
that technological innovations may bring about profound changes throughout 
all industries—inecluding the production and marketing of seafoods—in looking 
ahead to the next decade, it seems more likely that any pronounced changes in 
fishing operations and marketing practices will involve only a greater emphasis 
on processes and methods already known or in use.”’ 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to present the request that you 
study the proposals before you today and report to the House a measure that is 
urgently needed to aid the fishing industry of our Nation and one to preserve and 
protect this great source of food and wealth. 


Auausta, MAINE. 
Representative HERBERT BONNER, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation, 
Washington, D. C.: 

The Maine Sardine Packers Association which represents a large percentage of 
the sardine canning operations in our State has directed me to advise your sub- 
committee of its full support of H. R. 11309 and request that this action be made 
a part of the official record of the hearings. We believe the legislation to be of 
vital importance to the commercial fisheries of our Nation which will finally 
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obtain for this great industry the recognition and support from the Congress and 
Government agencies that it has so long needed and deserves. 
GEORGE C. SEYBOLT, 
President, Maine Sardine Packers Association. 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL A. PooLE on H. R. 8001; H. R. 9552; H. R. 10813; anp 
IDENTICAL BILLs 


Mr. Chairman, I am Daniel A. Poole, editor of the Outdoor News Bulletin, a 
biweekly conservation news service of the Wildlife Management Institute. The 
institute is a national nonprofit membership organization that is dedicated to the 
improved management of renewable natural resources in the public interest. 

It is regretted, Mr. Chairman, that the institute’s president, Dr. Ira N. Gabriel- 
son, could not be here to speak in opposition to these proposals. Dr. Gabrielson 
served for many years as Director of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
and of its predecessor agency, the United States Biological Survey. He has had 
long years of field and administrative experience on regional, national, and inter- 
national levels in the management of fish and game, including commercial fisheries 
both for fresh-water and marine species. 

Kach of the three measures under consideration today apparently evolves from 
the economic problems confronting the commercial fishing industry. These 
measures differ essentially in their approach to how these problems might be over- 
come. Essentially, H. R. 8001 would create in the Department of Commerce an 
Office of Assistant Secretary for Commercial Fisheries; H. R. 9552 would establish 
an independent United States Fisheries Commission; and H. R. 10813 calls for a 
United States Fisheries Commission in the Department of the Interior that would 
be, in part, independent of the Secretary of the Interior. Both H. R. 9552 and 
H. R. 10813 would apply to the commercial and sport fisheries activities of the 
Federal Government. 

While the institute always stanchly supports every effort to provide better 
management of fisheries resources, we think that it would*be unwise to attempt to 
separate the management of the closely related fish and game resources. The 
administration of marine fisheries, fresh-water fisheries, and wildlife resources 
presents parallel and sometimes overlapping problems of research, management, 
and law enforcement. It is doubtful that the problems can be solved by delegat- 
ing the responsibilities for any one segment to a separate and distinct Federal 
agency, which, incidentally, might be even more susceptible to the pressures that 
have been largely responsible for such things as the drastie decline in the Alaska 
salmon resources. 

Much of the testimony in the hearing conducted recently by the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce on a similar fisheries bill in the Senate 
revolved around whether or not the best management job has been done by. the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service in the discharge of its duties and responsi- 
bilities. If, as the record compiled by that committee seems to indicate, the 
fluctuating populations of fresh-water and marine fishes are not being managed 
so as to produce a maximum harvest under sustained-yield principles, it would 
seem that the Congress should take steps to remedy the present administrative 
defects rather than to upset the entire program. 

Despire everything that has been said to the contrary, and even though some 
people are prone to place considerable blame on predatory species that are and 
always have been using fish as food, most of our troubles have come from over- 
harvest and abuse of the fisheries resources by the human predator. 

It also should be recognized that decisions concerning the adjustment ‘ef import 
duties on fisheries products, credit relief, and loan programs are outside of the 
realm of the biological aspects of fisheries management. The handling of those 
economic problems is more properly a function of the Congress instead of the 
administrative procedures that are under consideration. 

The underlying objective of these three bills is to provide for more stability 
and continuity in the management of fisheries resources. This is most desirable. 
In view of the fact that the administration and management of all fisheries and 
wildlife resources could be accomplished most efficiently within a single coordinated 
agency, there are two recommendations that the committee might consider. 

The first is the creation of a post of Assistant Secretary of Interior for Fisheries 
and Wildlife. Recognition of the importance of those natural resources in 
that way would provide for a more influential voice in determining matters of 
policy which relate to those resources. 
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Continuity can be achieved only by the employment of qualified and dedicated 
career employees who have freedom to make recommendations and to take ap- 
propriate action without fear of reprisal, and that will not come about until the 
top positions of the Service—the Director, and the Assistant Directors—are 
reinstated in career civil-service positions. 

Then, with the appropriation by Congress of adequate funds to enable the 
Service to effectuate its programs, a long step will have been taken in assuring 
the optimum management of fresh-water and marine fisheries resources. 


ADDITIONAL COMMENTS BY WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE ON §. 3275, 
H. R, 11309, AND IDENTICAL BILLS 


Mr. Chairman, the institute has had an opportunity to read 8. 3275, the bill 
that was reported favorably on Thursday, May 17, from the Senate Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. The committee report was made available 
only shortly prior to this hearing, and for that reason we were unable to comment 
on the measure in our regular statement. We have not read H. R. 11309, but are 
informed that it is an identical measure. It is our understanding that the 
committee welcomes comments on these bills which represent the most recent 
thinking on the question under consideration. 

The institute firmly believes that commercial fishing, sport fishing, and game 
matters can be administered and managed most efficiently and effectively in one 
agency. There are many areas in which the programs and activities for fishing, 
both commercial and sport, and hunting overlap, such as the Pittman-Robertson 
and Dingell-Johnson Federal aid to game restoration and fish restoration pro- 
grams; Office of River Basins Studies relating to commercial fishing, sport fishing, 
and game animals; enforcement activities; and in research and management 
programs on species of fish that are sought by both commercial and sport 
fishermen. 

It is believed, therefore, that with only slight modification 8S. 3275 and similar 
measures can be made to give equal importance to all conservation matters dealing 
primarily with the fish and game resources that are handled by the Federal 
Government. 

It is suggested to the committee that the Office of Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior for Fisheries as recommended in 8. 3275 and other bills be expanded to 
give.representation both to fisheries and to game. The policymaking Commission 
that. would be appointed could be increased slightly in membership if it is thought 
desirable, and the qualifications of the Commissioners restated so as to assure 
the hiring of men experienced in all phases of commercial and sport fishing and 
game management. 

Instead of creating the Division of Fisheries that is recommended in 8. 3275 
and identical bills, there should be created two Bureaus under the Commission, 
the Bureau of Fisheries and the Bureau of Game. The Fisheries Bureau would 
handle all matters for the Federal Government relating to the administration and 
management of commercial and sport fisheries, and the Bureau of Game would act 
similarly on matters pertaining to game mammals and birds. 

And finally, in addition to the refinements in wording that would be required 
to make the bill conform to these suggestions, the top positions of the newly 
created Fisheries and Game Bureaus—the Directors, and the Assistant Directors— 
should be reinstated in career civil-service status so that these administrators can 
make recommendations and take appropriate action without fear of reprisal. 


Thanks. 


STATEMENT OF RAYMOND E. STEELE, COUNSEL, AMERICAN SEAFOOD DiIstTRIBU- 
ToRS ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D. C., Re H. R. 11309 ann CoMmPaANION 
BILLs 


My name is Raymond E. Steele. I am counsel for the American Seafood Dis- 
tributors Association, a nonprofit trade organization with its offices in Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

As the name would indicate the membership is comprised of American firms 
who are engaged primarily in the distribution of seafood. They handle by and 
large both domestic and imported fish and shellfish. The one and only objective 
of the association is to have these products move in international trade free of 
barriers of various types. 

When the association was listed as a wijness before your committee a number 
of bills were up for consideration. However, due to the turn of events of the 
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past few days it is indicative that the chief attention is being given to H. R. 11309 
and the companion bills which are quite numerous. All are identical to 8. 3275 
which is sponsored by some 35 Senators and is commonly referred to as the Mag- 
nuson bill. It is to these bills that the association wishes to direct your attention. 

Throughout the hearing the past few days there appeared to be a profusion of 
confusion as to what these bills are all about. A short explanation is in order. 

The bills are a hodge podge of Senate bills which grew out of hearings conducted 
by Senator Magnuson under Senate Resolution 13 which wears the title “‘A 
resolution to investigate certain problems relating to interstate and foreign com- 
merce.’’ The Senator elected and did hold hearings October 10 and 11 in Ah- 
chorage, Alaska; October 14 and 15 in Juneau, Alaska; October 17, 18, and 19 in 
Seattle, Wash.; October 31 in San Francisco, Calif.; November 2 and 3 in San 
Pedro, Calif.; December 5 in Tacoma, Wash. The record compiled on the west 
coast in these hearings was the basis for the original Magnuson bills. When 
opposition to them developed on a widespread basis they were consolidated and in 
simple language watered down. As is usually the rule when this sort of procedure 
is resorted to you come out with one thing—a mess. If the Senators who added 
their names to this proposed legislation believe they sometime in the future may 
look on this legislation in reflected glory they will be badly mistaken. This 
committee unfortunately has the job of correcting a matter ill conceived and 
badly handled thus far in the Senate. 

To those who are familiar with fisheries legislation at the Federal level the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee is the court of last resort. This is 
generally attributed to the fact that the bipartisan principle which has been 
adhered to over the vears has lent stability to its deliberations. Today’s issues, 
in the form of H. R. 11309, require the same careful bipartisan consideration lest 
the committee be hoodwinked into recommending a very bad piece of legislation. 

Referring back a minute to the Senate hearings which were finally concluded 
in Washington, D. C., on March 19, 20, 21, 22, 23 and 26, 1956, the greater part 
of the testimony, perhaps two-thirds of it, related to tariff matters. The tuna 
boat owners, the fishermen and their respective unions were the organizers of the 
testimony. They have continued to spearhead a drive to get quotas and a higher 
duty on imported tuna. 

To implement their program they have called on other sections of the country 
for help. Since misery likes company, the New England ground-fish industry has 
chipped in with its tales of woe along the same lines. The rest of the fishing 
industry throughout the country may have some problems but by and large their 
testimony only serves as window dressing for the main tariff issues raised by the 
tuna and ground-fish industries. If your committee or the Senate committee 
could by a peculiar stretch of the imagination place a duty and a quota on imported 
tuna and imported ground-fish fillets, it is quite certain that no legislation such as 
now before you would even be mentioned. In other words, what the majority of 
the proponents of this legislation want is tariff relief pure and simple. They know 
that your committee is the back door approach only to this matter. The Ways 
and Means Committee we all know is the one which considers tariff and quota 
legislation. But the proponents of the current bills don’t mind cluttering up 
House and Senate committees so long as they can do a selling job to the Congress. 
End results are what they are seeking. 

Both the Truman and Eisenhower administrations have turned down the 
domestic tuna and ground-fish-fillet industries when they have applied for relief 
before the United States Tariff Commission under the peril point and escape 
clauses of the Tariff Act of 1930 as amended. The legal machinery is on the statute 
books to grant relief but these industries cannot seem to find a President to their 
liking who will decide with them. So because they don’t care for the judge (in this 
‘ase the President) they want to bind him by a new set of rules in order that he 
cannot decide against them. Of course, they know they are in the wrong com- 
mittee to accomplish this. They also know that unless a new and different adminis- 
tration takes over, there is little chance even under the proposed bills to get the 
sort of relief they seek. But as aptly expressed by someone in the committee 
room, it is ‘‘getting a foot in the door.’”’ Next year is another year. 

The American Seafood Distributors are not content to let the west coast 
tuna interests and the New England fillet industry go unanswered in their claims 
that higher tariffs and quotas are essential to their survival. Such is not the case. 
For example, it is well known that albacore (white meat) tuna must be imported 
from Japan to meet our domestic requirements. This species of tuna is in such 
short supply that our domestic catch is insignificant. Japan, which is the chief 
source of supply. this past season did not have near enough to supply our needs. 
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Our domestic canners were competing with one another for the limited Japanese 
catch and to the extent that prices were driven to levels considerably higher than 
were contemplated. There, too, the west coast industry failed to mention the 
part that strikes played in their tie-ups last fall. 

In the case of the New England fillet industry, here are some facts: The species 
of groundfish (cod, haddock, hake, cusk, pollock, and ocean perch) show total 
imports as follows: 1954, 137.5 million pounds as contracted to 128.5 million 
pounds imported in 1955; ocean perch with which Gloucester is concerned chiefly 
showed a decline from 23.5 million pounds of imports in 1954 to 17.9 million 
pounds in 1955. Cod imports were 84.4 million pounds in 1954 contracted to 
37.2 million pounds in 1955. In all the figures indicate that fillet imports dropped 
to 80.3 million pounds in 1955. This is a far ery from the picture that was painted 
by the New England industry. 

Congressman Bates introduced a new wrinkle in the hearing when he stated 
that Canadian fish is of better quality than that caught by the New England 
fishing fleet. If there is any way under the proposed legislation to take care of 
this situation, it isn’t apparent. Under any circumstances we would have a 
difficult time trying to give protection to someone who admittedly produces a 
poor quality product. 

With this background history, it is conceivable why you have such a faulty set 
of bills before you. With your indulgence the glaring errors, or part of them will be 
pointed out. But first, this association wants to go on record that it is not an 
obstructionist organization. Last year it supported the so-called Saltonstall- 
Kennedy bill which had cosponsorship by many members of your committee. 
This year, it supported the Paine bill and the like bills in the House. Our members 
feel now that they will favor and support legislation that will advance the welfare 
of the fisheries of the Nation. In this connection they do not hesitate to support 
the proposition of upgrading the fisheries in the Interior Department by establish- 
ing an Assistant Secretary at the policymaking level. However, this is an entirely 
different concept than the subject matter contained in H. R. 11309 and companion 
bills which tie in a national policy for fisheries, a fisheries commission and an 
assistant secretary for fisheries into one master plan. The chief complaints 
against the bills are these: 

(1) Why acommission? For the past decade Congress itself has been trying to 
streamline itself into a more compact body. The trend is against commissions. 
In an area where the executive branch of the Government is already complex, 
why make it doubly so? Witness the popularity or unpopularity of the Tariff 
Commission and the Interstate Commerce Commission over the years. In the 
lean ones, a commission has a struggle for survival. Congress is only likely to 
appropriate funds for a commission that is popular or one that has gained meri- 
torious recognition. It is hard to conceive how a commission for the fisheries 
would either be popular or meritorious as provided in these bills. Worse than this, 
however, would be the political aspects. The commercial fisheries who fostered 
the idea may find this branch of the fisheries out in the cold. Can there be any 
doubt that 20 some odd million sports fishermen if they desire will dominate the 
appointments on the commission. Labor may also wish to have its strength shown 
so that in a showdown the chief proponents of this legislation may have little repre- 
sentation if any on the commission. 

Whether by design or neglect, the bills under consideration have language 
which was not discussed by any of the witnesses. It is contained in lines 5 to 16 
on page 8 and is known as section 4 (ec) (2). The more objectionable part begins 
following the comma in line 8, which reads ‘‘, and whenever it determines that any 
segment of the domestic fisheries has been seriously disturbed either by wide 
fluctuation in the abundance of the resource supporting it. or by unstable market 
or fishing conditions from any cause, the Commission shall make such recom- 
mendations to the President and the Congress through the Secretary with respect 
to credit reief and other measures as it deems appropriate to aid in stabi izing the 
domestic fisheries. (Note.—lItalic by writer.) 

It is submitted that his committee is not accustomed to passing such vague and 
all-encompassing legislation as this cited above. As was gleaned from the hearing, 
various members of the committee want to do something to aid the fisheries of 
the Nation but notin this manner. Literally a whole new bureau could be created 
under such language if it should become law. 

Next, we would like to direct your attention to the language contained on page 
9, beginning at line 3 through line 10, which is designated as section 4 (d). Then 
we would like to draw your attention to the language contained in line 17 through 
line 33, which is designated as paragraph (f) of the same section. If our interpre- 
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tation is correct, everything could be done under this section (d) that can be 
accomplished under subsection (f). The difference is that in the latter, the 
language is more specific and relates to matters contained in the Tariff Act of 
1930, as amended. 

However, with respect to both of these sections, we meet up with a new concept 
of negotiating tariffs and duties under our Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act. 
If this bill should become law, we would have a very confused picture in attempt- 
ing to negotiate with others who belong to GATT. 

After many years, we have developed a certain protocol and regulations which 
make it possible to negotiate with these countries on some uniform basis. If 
fish were to be treated separately, as this bill indicates, then we would have to 
develop a separate procedure for dealing with fishery products than now prevails. 
Naturally, other countries that have other items in which they are interested, would 
feel that we have bypassed our standard procedure in order to give special treat- 
ment to fishery products. The net result is that the other nations would feel 
like withdrawing all fish products from discussion. Then, too, the person who 
would be selected as the fishery expert might find himself in an extremely embar- 
rassing position during these negotiations. With the hundreds of commodities 
that arise in the international negotiations one man with a handful of products 
would find himself completely in left field in his deliberations. There is no rhyme 
or reason to treat fish products in any diffierent way than other commodities. 
Particularly, this is true since fish as a commodity does not play an important 
part in our economy. The committee will want to survey this language from 
the four corners and get some other expert opinions as to how it clashes with our 
international trade negotiations. Furthermore, this committee if it- adheres to 
its past actions will in no way usurp the authority of other committees of the 
Congress which do have jurisdiction. 

There are many other corrections which could be brought to light but we 
believe the committee is fully advised concerning them. This association stands 
willing to recommend some simplified bill that would upgrade the fisheries in the 
Department of the Interior but finds that it is almost impossible to clarify the 
language in the existing bills to accomplish this purpose. 

We wish to thank the committee for the privilege of making this statement and 
appearing at the hearing. 


NATIONAL ForetGn TravE Counctr, INc., 
New York, N. Y., May 18, 1956. 
Hon. Frank W. Boyern, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation, Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Boykin: The National Foreign Trade Council, Inc., desires to 
place itself on record in opposition to those provisions of H. R. 8001, H. R. 10813, 
or any other legislative proposals which are designed to stabilize the prices of 
fish or fishery products in this country or to place quantitative limitations on 
imports of fish or fishery products from other countries. 

The council holds that governmental measures or other devices, which involve 
the establishment of controls over the production, distribution, or prices of com- 
modities moving in international trade, violate the freedom of the market place 
and should find no place in a nation which is dedicated, as the United States is 
dedicated, to the system of free, private, competitive enterprise. The council 
believes that the solution of the problem of either overproduction or under- 
production, in a private enterprise economy, is to be found in the operation of the 
law of supply and demand, and that any action in contravention of the principles 
implicit in that law serves to aggravate, rather than to solve, the very problem 
with which it seeks to deal. 

The council believes, moreover, that the application by this country of measures, 
which involve the establishment of controls over production or prices of commodi- 
ties and the imposition of quantitative restrictions on international trade, tend 
toward regimentation of our national economy, with consequent detriment to our 
productive capacity and to the economic well-being of the American people. 

We request that this statement be brought to the attention of all members of the 
subcommittee, and that it be incorporated and printed as part of the official record 
of the projected hearings on H. R. 8001, H. R. 10813 and related bills. 

Very respectfully yours, 
Ropert F. Loresr, 
Chairman. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICERS AND STAFP 


Robert F. Loree, chairman Helene L. Bienzle, assistant secretary 
William S. Swingle, president J. B. Brady, foreign property 

John Quirk, Vice president and treasurer Fredrik deCoste, trade relations 
John Akin, secretary John Akin, Western Hemisphere 

P. T. Hitchens, research D. F. Heatherington, Europe 

Fred D. Fremd, public relations Melville H. Walker, Far East 
Eleanor Tremel, assistant treasurer John Quirk, Africa- Middle East 


Mr. To.tuerson. I just want to say that the fisheries industry of 
the United States, and particularly the commercial fisheries industry 
of the United States, owes this present witness a tremendous debt of 
gratitude for all the work that he has done in behalf of fisheries during 
the 10 years that I have been privileged to know him and have been 
privileged to serve on this committee, and it may be that the fisheries 
industry of the United States has not obtained the relief in the years 
that it sought, but I am satisfied that you would have been in far 
worse condition than you are today had it not been for the efforts of 
yourself and people like you. 

I appreciate the fact that if time permitted, you could tell us a lot 
more than you have told us today. Fortunately, many members of 
our committee have heard your views on other occasions and we are 
familiar with them. The gentleman can be assured that those views 
will be held in mind when we meet in executive session to consider 
these proposals that are pending before us. 

Mr. Rice. Thank you, Mr. Tollefson. I want you to know the 
commercial fishing industry certainly appreciates the fact that we 
have in you a very good friend who has understood our problems for a 
good many years. 

Mr. Touuerson. I cannot listen to you for many vears without 
having a sympathetic ear. 

Mr. Dinceti. We have two more witnesses. 

Mr. Steevie. My name is R. E. Steele and I would like to yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. He has come a long way to testify and 
I do happen to live here. I think I could probably, if you fellows are 
not too busy, get the ear of you individually if this hearing is closed, 
for anything that I have to say, and I surely will submit a statement, 
but in all due respect to Mr. Barr, I think he ought to have whatever 
remaining time there is left. 

Mr. Dince.u. You may file that statement right now if you wish. 

Mr. Stree. I do not have the statement ready, Mr. Chairman. 
We had a very sudden death of a member in our law firm yesterday. 
He dropped dead, and sort of threw the firm into a stalemate. I did 
not get a chance to prepare the statement yesterday, but I will have 
one prepared within the allotted time. 

(See Mr. Steele’s statement on p. 193.) 

Mr. DincEtu. You have 5 days to do that, sir. 

Mr. Srseve. Thank you. 

Mr. Dince.Lu. Would you tell the committee whom you represent? 

Mr. Sreeve. | represent the American Seafood Distributors Asso- 
ciation and by and large I was testifying in behalf of that association 
and specifically for Mr. Robert Fletcher r, Jr., the president of Boothe 
Fisheries Corp., who was unable to attend. 

The CuartrMan. Do you favor the bill? 

Mr. Steete. No, we do not favor the bill and that part I can set 
forth. 
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The CuHarrman. I will read your testimony. 
Mr. STEELE. One more watered-down version of the Magnuson 
bill and we might be for it. 
Mr. DincGE Lt. I hope you will come around and talk to me about 
this after this is over. 
Now, we have this other gentleman, Mr. Barr. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES BARR, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, TEXAS 
SHRIMP ASSOCIATION, BROWNSVILLE, TEX. 







Mr. Barr. I will just take a moment. 
the committee. 
(The statement referred to is as follows: ) 


























I filed my statement with 


STaTeMENT or J. E. Barr, ExecuTIve SECRETARY, TEXAS SHRIMP ASSOCIATION, 
BROWNSVILLE, TEX. 


My name is J. E. Barr, executive secretary of the Texas Shrimp Association 
with offices in Brownsville, Tex. 

The Texas shrimp industry has long felt that the need for a strong position for 
fisheries in Federal Government is a necessary adjunct to its prosperous con- 
tinuity. It is further felt that because the area of fishing shrimp has spread 
from the inside and closely continguous coastal waters, to the high seas adjacent 
to both the United States and foreign countries, that certain problems have 
arisen and will continue to arise that are not within the scope of industry solution 
alone but must be considered at the policymaking level of the Government. 
It is our understanding that at present Fish and Wildlife Service is not empowered 
to consider certain problems with which the domestic fisheries are presently con- 
fronted and, therefore, can offer little assistance, when such is sought by a seg- 
ment of the fishing industry. We hasten to add that we think Fish and Wildlife 
has done an excellent job within the purview of their jurisdiction and with the 
resources at their command. 

A deelaration of policy for fisheries by the Congress of the United States within 
which the fishing industry can operate is necessary to guarantee a continuity of 
the resource and at the same time allow for the harvesting of such resource to 
its maximum sustainable yield. Accomplishment of the foregoing would allow 
people dependent upon the fisheries to operate with the knowledge that the 
United States Government is interested both in the welfare of the fishery re- 
sources and those citizens who harvest them. 

In order to execute an established policy for fisheries, it is the feeling of our 
organization that a certain continuity should be provided for in the administra- 
tion of such policy. It is our belief that this legislation would provide such 
continuity in the establishment of a Commission whose members serve terms as 
commissioners with staggered expiration dates. We likewise feel that the Chair- 
man of the Commission should be at least an Assistant Secretary in the Depart- 
ment of Interior; thus, assuring the fisheries of a voice in Government at the 
policymaking level. In such manner, the fisheries would be provided with a 
spokesman in Government whose participation in conference, both domestic and 
international, would be in behalf of the best interests of the fishing industry. 

Too often in the past the fishing industry has felt that because of improper 
representation, its best interests have been deferred in high level decisions. 

Without discussing, step by step, the duties of the proposed Assistant Secretary 
and Commission, it would appear that H. R. 11309 will certainly afford the fish- 
eries an active Federal agency engaged in developing and instituting measures 
that will safeguard its resources and provide for its industry a strategical head- 
quarters from which can be expected counsel and guidance for the proper solution 
of its many problems. 




























Mr. Barr. My name is James E. Barr. I am the executive 
secretary of the Texas Shrimp Association. I filed a statement 
in favor of H. R. 11309. Iam not going to read it. You gentlemen 
have it. It is a rather short statement. I would tike to make this 
comment: That the shrimp industry itself is probably in better shape 
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than most segments of the commercial fisheries, but we do have our 
problems and some of them are on an international level, and we have 
some domestic problems. 

We feel that the increasing stature of the fishery department is a 
proper move to solve some of the present problems and possibly take 
care, in a better sense, the problems that will occur in the future. 

After listening to the testimony I would like to say that for 5 years 
we have been working with the sports interests. We are the only 
commercial fishery organization in the State, and if they have a 
problem they come to me and we work together on the problem at the 
State level, and if I have a problem, I go to them with it to see that we 
do not step on each other’s toes before we take off. 

I think that with such a pattern you can accomplish a lot more in 
both conservation and in practical measures for helping both the 
sports pcople and the commercial fisheries 

When I first got the original version of this bill, I took it to the 
sports people and they said, “Well, there are some aspects that we do 
not like about it,” possibly because the chairman of the sports group 
was a banker. He objected I think a little to the financing provisions 
of the original bill. 

However, as for the sports group down our way, I do not think 
they would have any objection to this bill and certainly the commercial 
industry endorses it wholeheartedly. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Dineey. I want to thank all the witnesses who participated 
today, especially the last witness. I want to apologize for myself 
and on behalf of my colleagues on the committee for having to ter- 
minate rather abruptly the testimony of our last four witnesses. 

I hope that each of you will avail vourselves of the opportunity to 
file the fullest statement of vour views in a written statement which 
will be placed in the record, which will be given the same considera- 
tion as any other testimony which was received today by the 
committee. 

Mr. Toutuerson. Mr. Chairman, It is unfortunate that time does 
run out on us. We did not have an opportunity to get Mr. Steele’s 
views. I would hope, in view of what he said with respect to modifica- 
tion of the latest bill, that in his prepared statement he would make 
some comments with respect to it and let the committee know what 
he and his associates would support or approve in the way of a bill 
seeking to raise the level of fisheries in the Department of the Interior. 

Mr. Dineetu. Will you do that for us, sir? 

Mr. Totuerson. I do not mean at this moment. 

Mr. STEE.E. I will do that. 

Mr. Dineruiu. Before we adjourn, I have some letters addressed to 
Mr. Bonner as chairman of the full committee from Mr. Wayne D. 
Heydecker, secretary-treasurer of the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries 
Commission, Mount Vernon, N. Y., that I will place in the record 
along with other statements. 

(The letters referred to are as follows:) 
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ATLANTIC STATES MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION, 
Mount Vernon, N. Y., May 17, 1956, 
Re H. R. 8001. 


Hon. Hersert C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. BonNER: We respectfully request that our letter to you as chairman, 
dated March 13, 1956, with respect to this bill be included in the testimony 
presented before your committee at the hearing scheduled to begin on May 21, 
1956. We also respectfully submit the following supplementary comments to be 
included in the record. 

With respect to this bill and others now pending befere your committee, we 
wish to urge particularly the importance of including in each bill a specific state- 
ment that the Congress in adopting any such measure which deals with the 
creation of a new fisheries agency and the grant of any regulatory authority 
thereto does not intend that conservation management powers shall be included 
within such grant of power or that the Congress intends to oceupy the field of 
fishery conservation and management or to impair the traditional jurisdiction, 
responsibility and duty of the several coastal States with respect thereto. 

This recommendation is necessitated by the very real danger that such legis- 
lation might otherwise be interpreted by the courts to constitute Federal oceu- 
pancy of the field of such regulation or might be used by those seeking to evade 
State conservation regulations as a means of harassing State administration. The 
current criticisms by many authorities on constitutional law and Members of 
Congress of recent decisions of the Supreme Court in «a number of fields indicates 
that such dangers of interpretation by the courts are real and current, and should 
be prevented. 

For these reasons we also respectfully request that in your committee report 
on any bill affecting the fisheries there be spelled out the clear intent of the com- 
mittee that such bill shall not include any delegation of powers with respect to 
conservation management, or impair state jurisdiction of fishery conservation or 
in any way constitute a Federal occupancy of such field. 


By including such statements both in the bill and in the committee report, 
and by amending the bill to require the presentation of reports to the coastal 
States, we are hopeful that the dangers referred to may be avoided. 

Respectfully submitted by order of the chairman of the Atlantic States Marine 
Fisheries Commission. 


WayYNE D. HEYDECKER, 
Secretary- Treasurer. 


ATLANTIC STATES MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION, 
Mount Vernon, N. Y., March 13, 1956. 
Re H. R. 8001 


Hon. Hersert C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fishertes, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Srr: With respect to this bill, the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries 
Commission respectfully requests that your committee recommend an amend- 
ment to section 3 to be known as section 3 (c) as follows: 

“The Assistant Secretary is authorized and directed to do all things necessary 
to carry on with respect to commercial fisheries functions formerly performed by 
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service with respect to such fisheries under 
the provisions of interstate compacts assented to by the Congress and in coopera- 
tion with agencies created by such interstate agreements.”’ 

Briefly, our reasons for this are as follows: The Congress, by separate consent 
acts, has assented to three interstate compacts under which the States of the 
Atlantic coast, the gulf coast, and the Pacific coast, respectively, have set up 
joint commissions for the coordination of the activities of the States comprising 
such commission for the conservation of their coastal fisheries, marine, shell, and 
anadromous. Under 2 of these 3 compacts; namely, those affecting the Atlantie 
States and the Gulf States, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service is made 
the primary research agency of such commissions. 

We, therefore, believe that it is essential that any new bill which may be adopted, 
whether it be H. R. 8001, or some alternative measure, should make explicitly 
clear that wherever the functions of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
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now in the Department of the Interior, may be lodged in the future in the structure 
of the Federal Government, the relationships heretofore established under come 
pacts, and congressional consent acts thereto, shall remain unimpaired, and that 
whatever new agency may be created shall continue to perform the functions 
under such cooperative arrangements as were set up in such compacts. 

In addition, we are firmly of the opinion that in any such bill there should be 
a clear declaratory statement to the effect that the jurisdiction of the States 
with respect to their fisheries shall remain unimpaired. 

In addition, we believe that it is appropriate to request that in any new meas- 
ure transferring any of the functions of the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service, with respect to marine fisheries, there should be provision for reporting 
the results of biological, technological, or other research, directly and promptly 
to the respective coastal States and their respective interstate fisheries commis- 
sions. This is the current practice, but unless it is clearly spelled out in such 
bill, it conceivably might not be the administrative policy of the department to 
which such agency may be transferred. 

We make no specific recommendations with respect to the matter of transfer- 
ring the functions of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service from one depart- 
ment to another, believing that this is not a matter for an interstate commission, 
but a matter of internal organization in the Federal Government. 

We shall appreciate being advised of the conclusions of your committee with 
respect to the three points we mentioned, and shall also appreciate an opportunity 
to examine the language of any amendments that may be inserted in the bill to 
accomplish such objectives. 

Respectfully submitted by order of the chairman. 

WaYNE D. HEYDECKER, 
Secretary- Treasurer. 


ATLANTIC STATES MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION, 
Mount Vernon, N. Y., May 17, 1956. 
Re H. R. 9552 
Hon. HersBert C. Bonner, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Bonner: This bill is similar to S. 3275 by Senator Magnuson as 
originally introduced. Strong opposition to that bill expressed at Senate com- 
mittee hearings resulted in the introduction of a committee substitute bearing 
the same number, but greatly improved in context. We must, therefore, respect- 
fully record our firm opposition to H. R. 9552 for the reasons set forth in the 
accompanying letter, dated March 13, 1956, re 8. 3275 (original form) addressed 
to the Subcommittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries of the Senate Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and we ask that this letter and such attach- 
ment be included in the record. 

Respectfully submitted by order of the chairman of the Atlantic States Marine 
Fisheries Commission. 

Wayne D. Heypecker, 
Secretary- Treasurer. 


ArLtantic States MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION, 
Mount Vernon, N. Y., March 13, 1956. 
Re S. 3275, Senator Magnuson 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: The Atlantic State Marine Fisheries Commission respectfully 
presents for your consideration three points in connection with this bill: 

First, it should be clear that the traditional jurisdiction of the States with 
respect to the marine fisheries is not impaired thereby. Section 3 (c) of the bill 
lists as one of the duties of the commission: (1) to assist and advise the appropriate 
agencies of the several States which have the primary responsibility of managing 
fisheries, and any international agencies having similar official responsibilities. 
This, we approve, but throughout the remainder of the bill there are descriptions 
of duties imposed upon the proposed Commission to prepare and submit to the 
Congress such programs, policies, and directives relating to the advancement, 
management, regulation, and protection of fisheries as the Commission deems 
necessary to carry out the purposes of this act or as may be required by law. 
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In other portions of the bill, duties are imposed upon the Commission to make 
such rules and regulations as it deems necessary to carry out the provisions of 
the act, and then, under section 7, proceeds to legislate with respect to certain 
enumerated fish by forbidding any form of net, gear, or other appliance which the 
Commission finds would prevent or interfere with the conservation of such fishes. 
All of these clauses appear to us to be such an occupation of the field of marine 
fisheries conservation by the Federal Government as, at least, to raise doubts as 
to the validity of regulations dealing with such species heretofore or hereafter 
enacted by the States. Because of these apparently contradictory features of 
the bill, the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission views the bill with 
grave concern, and wishes to register its firm oppostion to the bill in its present form. 

The Commission believes that any Federal legislation of this character should 
be so worded as to preserve explicitly the jurisdiction of the States over their 
fisheries, and to provide for the transmission to the State agencies of all informa- 
tion dealing with fishery conservation, and that the relationships between the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the interstate agencies established by 
compact, and assented to by the Congress, shall not be impaired. In particular, 
we call to your attention the fact that the interstate compacts, and the congres- 
sional consent acts relating to the Atlantic States marine fisheries compact and 
the Gulf States marine fisheries compact, provide that the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service shall be the primary research agency of such interstate 
agencies. We strongly urge that this bill be modified to protect State jurisdiction, 
and also be amended by adding to section 4 (A) the following sentence: 

“The Commission is authorized and directed to perform all the functions 
formerly performed by the Fish and Wildlife Service with respect to such fisheries 
under the provisions of interstate compacts, assented to by the Congress, and in 
cooperation with agencies created by such interstate compacts.”’ 

However, this Commission wishes to reiterate its opposition to this bill as long as 
it provides for general Federal powers of regulation to be vested in the proposed 
United States Fisheries Commission. 

Respectfully submitted by order of the chairman. 

WayYNE D. HEYDECKER, 
Secretary- Treasurer. 


ATLANTIC STATES MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION, 
Mount Vernon, N. Y., May 17, 1956. 


Re H. R. 10813. 
Hon. Herspert C. BoNNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Bonner: This bill is similar in many respects to 8. 3275 in its original 
form. Consequently we respectfully record our opposition to it for the basic 
reasons set forth in our letter to you dated March 13, 1956, with respect to H. R. 
8001 and similar proposals which accompanies our letter on H. R. 9552. We ask 
that such letter be incorporated by reference in the committee’s record. We also 
respectfully submit the following supplementary specific objections to this bill, 
H. R. 10813. 

We object to the language on page 2, lines 19-21, ‘‘with due regard to the 
inherent right of every citizen and resident of the United States to engage in 
fishing for his own pleasure, enjoyment, and betterment.’’ Since colonial days our 
States have imposed limitations on the manner and times in which various fish 
might be taken. The language above quoted is so broad it might be construed as 
a denial of the right of the States to adopt and enforce such conservation regula- 
tions as have been or hereafter may be adopted. 

Section 3 (c) directs the Commission to report to the President and the Congress 
on certain matters including ‘‘(2) the availability and abundance of * * * 
fisheries and the measures * * * appropriate to assure the maximum sustainable 
production * * * and prevent fluctuations in such production.’’ We strongly 
object to this language as presupposing Federal regulation and occupancy of the 
field. Similarly, in section 3 (d), ‘‘the commission shall make such recommenda- 
tions with respect to credit relief and other measures * * * in stabilizing the 
domestic fisheries.’”’ We object to this language for the reasons stated above. 
In section 3 (m) the Commission is authorized to make ‘‘such rules and regulations 
as it deems necessary to carry out the provisions of this act * * *.” This 
language we object to for the reasons stated above. We approve the language 
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of section 6, but we believe it ineffective so long as other parts of the bill clearly 
indicate a contrary intent. 

We, therefore, earnestly request that your committee report unfavorably upon 
this bill on the ground that it could be interpreted as a Federal occupancy of the 
field and thus jeopardize State regulation of the coastal fisheries which has been 
continuous since the creation of the Union. 

Respectfully submitted by order of the chairman of the Atlantic States Marine 
Fisheries Commission. 

Wayne D. HeypeckKeEr, 
Secretary- Treasurer. 


ATLANTIC STatTes MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION, 
Mount Vernon, N. Y., May 28, 1956. 
Re H. R. 11309. 


Hon. HERBERT C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Drak Mr. Bonner: As you know, the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Com- 
mission is a joint agency of the 15 States of the Atlantic coast established by 
interstate compact with the consent of Congress. The Commission feels that it 
should take no part in any consideration of administrative organization within 
the National Government. However, as the official agency of the Atlantic Coastal 
States, the Commission must be concerned with Federal legislation that may 
affect or impede State administration of the fisheries. 

The Commission acknowledges that it is not the intent of the legislation em- 
bodied in H. R. 11309 and 8. 3275 to establish Federal regulation or conservation 
management of the fisheries nor to delegate any powers in this regard to the 
proposed Commission nor to the Secretary of the Interior. However, despite 
the clear intent some of the language in the bill might seem to imply that Congress 
intends to effect conservation management. The danger of such an interpretation, 
however unjustified, is evidenced by a recent statement in the news bulletin of 
an interested and responsible organization which reads: ‘‘The bill would create 
in the Department of the Interior a Fisheries Division which would be charged 
with the administration of policies developed by the Commission relating to 
fisheries. This would include development, advancement, management, conser- 
vation, and production of the Nation’s fisheries.” 

The proposed legislation uses phrases which taken by themselves create such a 
false impression. The declaration of purpose includes the phrase: ‘“‘that this Act 
shall be administered with due regard to the inherent right of every citizen and 
resident of the United States to engage in fishing for his own pleasure, enjoyment, 
and betterment * * *’ implying that measures taken under the act might inter- 
fere with fishing operations although the legislation does not delegate any powers 
which would permit their regulation. The language in section 4 (c) stating that 
“the primary responsibility of the Commission shall be the formulation of policies 
necessary in the administration by the Department of the Interior, * * * of the 
Jaws relating to fishing and fisheries” followed immediately by the direction that 
“The Commission shall also (1) develop and recommend measures which are 
appropriate to assure the maximum sustainable production of fish and fishery 
products and to prevent unnecessary and excessive fluctuations in such produc- 
tion’’ and later by the direction to ‘“‘(4) review the activities of the Fisheries 
Division with regard to development, advancement, management, conservation 
and protection of the fisheries’, also could lead to such misinterpretation even 
in the light of the intent of Congress and the language of section 6. The general 
purposes of the legislation would be made much clearer if the duties ‘‘to report 
and recommend”’ imposed on the Secretary and the Commission specifically in- 
cluded the coastal States as among those to whom the reports and recommenda- 
tions should be presented. In facet, such a requirement is most desirable from ar 
administrative point of view in any event. We urge the inclusion of language to 
this effect. 

In view of the possibility of misunderstanding outlined herein, it is essential 
that the intent of Congress be made emphatically clear in your committee report. 
Accordingly, we respectfully urge that in such report there be included a state- 
ment to the effect that ‘It is not the intent of this legislation to grant any regula- 
tory power to the United States Fisheries Commission or the Secretary with 
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respect to conservation management of fishing operations except as to fisheries of 
United States territories and possessions.” 
Respectfully submitted by order of the chairman. 
ATLANTIC STaTES MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION, 
WayYNneE D. Heypeckerr, Secretary- Treasurer. 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 29, 1956. 
Hon. Herpert C. Bonner, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CuHarrMANn: As you know there is widespread interest in the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts in speedy and favorable action on H. R. 11309, 
relating to a national fisheries policy. 

I have today heard from a seafood producers association of New Bedford and 
the Massachusetts Fisheries Association of Boston, both of which take the above 
position. I am glad to record their views with your committee. 

Yours sincerely, 
LAURENCE CuRTIs. 


STATEMENT BY RicHarRpD H. Srroup 


I am Richard H. Stroud, executive vice president of the Sport Fishing Institute, 
Bond Building, Washington, D. C. The institute is a nonprofit scientific and 
educational fish-conservation organization dedicated to the improvement of 
fishing through progressive fish conservation. I am submitting for your infor- 
mation a one-page statement which summarizes the history, objectives, and pro- 
gram of the institute, as reprinted from the Sport Fishing Institute Bulletin for 
January 1956. 

Gentlemen, I am opposed to the transfer of administration over commercial 
fisheries out of the Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior, into 
the Department of Commerce. In my opinion it would be contrary to the long- 
range public interest in the great renewable natural resource represented by the 
ocean fisheries to transfer custodianship of its salable products from an agency 
whose tradition is one of conservation to an agency whose tradition is one largely 
of exploitation. 

On the one hand we are dealing with current multiple-use governed by a deep 
sense of responsibility for continued utilization not only by present but also by 
future generations of American citizens. On the other hand, we would be con- 
tending with a keener interest in maximum development for one-use today with a 
lesser consideration for tomorrow. 

This view is expressed only to emphasize what I consider to be a fundamental 
and vital difference in the concepts which influence the respective attitudes and 
actions of the two agencies concerned. It should be considered in determining 
the course of action to be taken on all bills such as H. R. 8001, H. R. 8249, H. R. 
8536, H. R. 8589, H. R. 8590, H. R. 8624, H. R. 8706, H. R. 9031, and others that 
may call for transfer of administration of commercial fisheries out of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. It is the issue which is at stake here today. 

There are many species of fish for which it is impossible to define an exact 
legal status. There is a joint fishery by sport and commercial fishermen for 
many species. It seems likely that they will continue to utilize the same stocks 
of fish in the foreseeable future. With increasing leisure time more and more 
people are looking to the ocean and marine sport fishing for their recreation. 

National health and economic well-being definitely can be furthered by an 
expansion of sport fishing. On the other hand increasing populations are going 
to result in increased demands for marine proteins, as additional facts are learned, 
Wise management will require a balancing of the harvest between both groups. 
{egulations for either group must be designed to assure the maximum utilization 
of the resource for the common good while still assuring its perpetuation. It is 
with this in mind that I implore you not to take this initial step toward a break- 
down in the broad Federal fish and wildlife program which would result upon 
passage of these bills. 
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The Fish and Wildlife Service is experienced in the biological research proced- 
ures vital to developing needed plans for long-range wise use of our ocean fisheries. 
It has, through a long and labored process, gained the confidence of the States as a 
great governmental agency acting in the broadest public interest in these matters. 
Please, gentlemen, let us not at this time undo the great work that has been ac- 
complished through the decades. 

I am deeply appreciative and thank you for this opportunity to come before 
you to express my views on this important subject. 


[Reprinted from Sport Fishing Institute Bulletin for January 1956] 
ABOUT THE Sport FisHinG INSTITUTE 


The Sport Fishing Institute was organized in 1949 by a group of farsighted 
fishing tackle manufacturers. The purpose was rather clearly stated by one of 
the founders when he said: ‘‘ We’ve milked the cow long enough. Now it’s time 
to feed her.”” The institute was organized in an effort to help fishing and fisher- 
men. It was set up as a fish conservation agency, not as an organization aimed 
at promoting the sale of tackle. 

The founders realized, of course, that fishing intensity depends on the quality 
of fishing. If the catch is good, more anglers take to their favorite waters. If 
fishing is poor, many anglers turn to other less interesting forms of recreation. 
When more people go fishing, tackle sales increase. The tackle manufacturers 
did not create the institute out of sheer altruism. But by setting it up as a fish 
conservation organization managed by trained fish conservationists, they removed 
any so-called taint of commercialism. The institute has complete freedom of 
action—an important asset. 

Well over 100 fishing tackle manufacturers now contribute funds to the institute. 
Their contributions are the major source of income. However, a growing number 
of other companies and individuals also contribute to the organization. 

Our main objective is to help improve fishing. We believe that this can be 
accomplished best by progressive fish conservation, With the constant increase 
in pressure, good fishing can’t be taken for granted any more—it must be created. 
Former fish conservation methods—more or less indiscriminate stocking with 
small fish and the enforcement of arbitrarily made regulations—did not prevent 
a gradual decline in the catch. Modern fish conservation methods improve 
fishing. 

In older fields, such as medicine, our immense progress can be attributed mainly 
to factfinding, education, and rising professional standards. In fish conservation, 
our current progress can be attributed to these same factors. For this reason, 
the institute concentrates its attention on these same three items. 

The institute gives a number of research grants and graduate fellowships to 
stimulate needed fishery research and to assist in the training of fishery students. 
Such funds have been given to Cornell University, Iowa State College, Long 
Beach State College, Maryland Department of Research and Education, Uni- 
versity of Massachusetts, University of Michigan, University of Minnesota, 
Montana State College, Northeast Missouri State Teachers College, Oklahoma 
Game and Fish Department, Southern Illinois University, Tulane University, 
and Utah State College. Other financial grants have been made to the Boy 
Scouts of America and to the Izaak Walton League of America. 

The organization receives a growing number of inquiries about fish, fishing, and 
fish conservation; answering the mail has become a time-consuming job. We 
do not give advice on where to go fishing because this could lead to a feeling that 
we are prejudiced in favor of certain waters or certain areas. 

There is close collaboration with numerous State and Federal fishery and edu- 
cation organizations, sportsmen’s groups, private clubs, outdoor writers, and other 
groups. 

Major emphasis at present is on fish conservation education because this seems 
to be the biggest bottleneck to progress. In this connection, circulation of the 
Bulletin has been increased to 13,000. This eight-page monthly publication goes 
chiefly to fish and game administrators and commissioners, professional fish and 
game workers, conservation officers, outdoor writers, radio and TV sportscasters, 
officials of sportsmen’s organizations, United States Senators and Congressmen, 
and governors and lieutenant governors. 

Feature and special interest items in the Bulletin are widely reprinted in State 
fish and game or conservation magazines, in sportsmen’s newspapers and maga- 
zines, and in daily, weekly, and monthly consumer publications. In this way, the 
institute influences the thinking of millions of sportsmen. A number of feature 
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articles were reprinted in over 40 known publications with a total circulation of 
several million copies. Because of the interest these were printed by the institute 
in two separate booklets, entitled ‘‘Fish Conservation Fundamentals” and “Land, 
Water and Fishing.”’ They are now available at approximate costs of printing 
and mailing. 

The institute publishes an annual review of fish conservation activities carried 
on by more than 65 States, provinces, Federal agencies, and private organizations 
in North America. This review, about 80 pages, is the Fish Conservation High- 


lights. It is the only such summary available to lay conservation leaders and 
fishery workers alike. 
A 4-color 28 by 44-inch Conservation Chart with 15-page text devised as a new 


method of teaching conservation to children of third- to eighth-grade age was 
prepared and is available from the institute at approximate cost of printing and 
mailing. The chart shows the effects of proper use and of misuse of soil, water, 
and forest resources on economic and recreational opportunity. Endorsed by 
leading conservationists and educators, about 50,000 copies have been put in use. 

The institute cooperates closely in the Boy Scouts conservation program. 
Special events fishing and fish conservation activities are furnished. A new merit 
badge book, Fishing, was prepared jointly. Funds are made available to help 
train Scout leaders in conservation principles. One result of this effort has been a 
recent fourfold increase in the number of merit badges issued in fishing. 

This isn’t a comprehensive report on the institute’s activities. We want merely 
to point out that the organization is growing, that its sole interest is to help im- 
prove fishing (through better fish conservation), and that emphasis at present 
is on helping so provide more educational materials for both adults and children. 


May 22, 1956. 
Re H. R. 8001 and related bills 
Hon. H. C, BonnNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: As an employer of approximately 3,000 American citizens and on 
behalf of 2,000 American stockholders in Booth Fisheries Corp., I wish to register 
a protest against H. R. 8001 and related bills, 

These bills apparently have the sponsorship of a relatively small section of the 
seafood industry and the investment in the production and marketing of seafoods. 
Their interest apparently is (1) to form a Government commission or department 
whose prime function it is to foster legislation or by other means restrict imports 
of fish and seafood from abroad, and (2) to make Government money available to 
those who are unworthy of credit and eannot obtain credit elsewhere. 

There presently is ample provision for those who feel imports are hurting their 
business to secure relief through the United States Tariff Commission under 
section 7 of the Trade Agreement Extension Act of 1951, as amended. There 
presently is such a petition before the Tariff Commission and a hearing is scheduled 
commencing June 5, 1956. 

Similarly, there are many Government and private sources of money wherein 
financing can be obtained for good and fair risks on vessel construction and other 
facilities used in fisheries. Poor risks should not be financed either with public 
or private money. 

The affairs of the commercial fisheries are and have very ably been administered 
by the Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department of the Interior. I am sure 
if additional funds are made available to: this Department additional research 
and: marketing helps can be supplied and supplied more ably than through any 
other department or commission. 

Again, on behalf of a great many American citizens and the majority of the 
industry I trust your committee will adversely report on H. R. 8001 and related 
bills, 

Very truly yours, 
R. P. FLercuer, Jr. 
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NaTIONAL CounciL oF AMERICAN ImpoRTERs, INC., 
New York, N. Y., May 22, 1956. 
Hon. Frank W. Boykin, 
Chairman Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation, 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Boykin: In connection with H. R. 8001 and identical bills, H. R 
9552 and identical bills, and H. R. £10813 and identical bills, all of which propose 
to establish a national policy with respect to commercial fisheries, we should like 
to submit the following views: 

At the present time, our organization does not wish to express an opinion with 
respect to the substantive provisions in H. R. 9552 and identical bills, and in H. R. 
10813 and identical bills, although it goes without saying that the goals men- 
tioned in the declaration of policy in section 2 of each of these bills should be 
acceptable to every citizen of the United States. 

Our organization, however, does wish to be recorded in strong opposition to 
the quota provisions in section 7 of H. R. 8001, and in all the other bills identical 
with H. R. 8001. Last March, when the Subcommittee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries of the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce was 
considering 8. 3339, which also contains quota provisions, we wrote to Senator 
Magnuson, chairman of that subcommittee, saying that, as a matter of principle, 
our organization has consistently opposed the use of quotas rather than tariffs 
as a means of regulating our import trade or for needed protection of domestic 
industries. 

Because it expresses our view on quotas:so well, we call your attention, as we 
called Senator Magnuson’s attention, to Senate Report No. 1312 on Foreign 
Economie Policy issued by the Joint Committee on the Economic Report on 
January 5, 1956, which clearly states the case against the use of quotas as follows: 
“Quotas imply the assignment of shares and this inevitably means that choices 
must be made among countries of supply and individual traders. The oppor- 
tunities for favoritism, for economic strangulation, for international hard feelings 
and reprisal, and for personal corruption are unlimited.” 

We heartily subscribe to this statement. If we are to impose quotas on fish 
products, we respectfully ask what it is to prevent other countries from imposing 
quotas on our exports, including our important exports of canned salmon and 
other canned fish? 

We would thank you to have this letter inserted in the record of the public 
hearings on these bills. 

Sincerely yours, 
Harry 8S. RavcuirrsE, 
Executive Vice President. 


THE ToLEpO COMMERCIAL FISHERMEN’sS Co-op, INc., 
Curtice, Ohio, March 12, 1956. 
Congressman Tuomas LupLow ASHLEY, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DeaR CONGRESSMAN: Due to the number of House and Senate bills being 
introduced pertaining to the commercial fishing industry, we, the commercial 
fishermen on the American side of Lake Erie would like to take this opportunity 
to comment on the greatly needed benefits, incorporated into the majority of said 
bills, as they would affect the fishing industry in the Great Lakes region. 

Although there are many very good points integrated in all of the bills that we 
have studied, we find it impossible to comment on all of them at this time. How- 
ever, our primary coneern is probably the same as it is wherever there are com- 
mercial fishing activities whether it be on either ocean coast, the Gulf of Mexico, 
or the Great Lakes area. ‘The basie problem facing us stems from foreign imports. 

With labor and material costs at an alltime high in the United States, it is 
impossible for the domestic commercial fishing industry to compete with foreign 
countries on the American market, due to low cost of labor and material in foreign 
countries. As a domestic industry, we feel that we should have some type or 
form of priority on our own markets, but we are not asking even for that, or 
curtailment of imports. We suzgest that some type of arrangements or tariff be 
instituted that would bring the imports of aquatic products into this country on 
a level and/or at par with the cost of our own production. At the least it would 
mean that we could get a dollar return for a dollar in cost and not have to sell 
below cost, as is now the ease. 
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Up to the present time there has been a number of single proprietorships, 
partnerships, and corporations that have been forced to cease operations in the 
fishing industry, and the balance of the producers have been operating at a loss 
or very close to cost. Therefore, unless we receive some type and/or form of 
relief soon, there will be many more that will have to cease fishing operations and 
production. 

We still believe in live and let live, providing everything is on a fair and equit- 
able basis, and that is all we ask, an equal right to make an honest living in the 
fishing industry. 

Kindly take this matter into your consideration when the various bills, relating 
to the fishing industry, come to your attention for further perusal in the near 
future. Thank you for your cooperation and consideration, we remain, 

Very truly yours, 
GEORGE W. FRANK, President. 

Mr. Dincetu. The subcommittee will now adjourn and all parties 
interested will have 5 days to file statements. 

(Thereupon, at 4:55 p. m., the hearing adjourned, subject to the 


call of the Chair.) 











SSTABLISHMENT OF A NATIONAL POLICY FOR 
COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 


FRIDAY, JUNE 8, 1956 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE 
CONSERVATION, OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 219, 
Old House Office Building, Hon. John C. Kluczynski presiding. 

Present: Representatives Bonner, Kluczynski, Dingell, Tollefson, 
Allen, Seely-Brown, and Van Pelt. 

Also present: Bernard J. Zincke, counsel. 

Mr. Kuuczynskt. The committee will come to order. 

This is a continuation of the hearings on the subject of establish- 
ment of a comprehensive policy on the fisheries. Since the last 
hearing Mr. Bonner has introduced a new bill designed to meet some 
of the criticisms of the various witnesses previously heard. The 
basic difference is that the new bill, H. R. 11570, upgrades the wild- 
life interest to the same level as the fisheries, with an Undersecretary 
for fisheries and wildlife and a Director for fisheries and a separate 
Director for wildlife. 

(H. R. 11570 is as follows:) 


[H. R. 11570, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To establish a sound and comprehensive national policy with respect to fisheries and wildlife; 
to strengthen the fisheries and wildlife segments of the national economy; to create and establish within 
the Department of the Interior the office of Under Secretary of Fisheries and Wildlife, a Fisheries Service 
and a Wildlife Service; and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the ‘‘Fisheries and 
Wildlife Act of 1956”’. 

DECLARATION OF POLICY 


Sec. 2. The Congress hereby declares that the fish and shellfish resources make 
a material contribution to the national economy and to the food supply, health, 
recreation, and well-being of our citizens. They are a living, renewable form of 
national wealth, capable of being maintained and greatly increased with proper 
attention, but equally capable of destruction as an economic asset if neglected. 
They give employment, directly or indirectly, to a substantial number of citizens 
and afford outdoor recreation throughout the Nation. The fishing industries 
strengthen the defense of the United States through the provision of a trained 
seafaring citizenry and action-ready fleets of seaworthy vessels. 

Properly developed, the fisheries are capable of steadily increasing these valu- 
able contributions to the life of the Nation. The proper encouragement and 
developments of our wildlife resources enhance the recreational facilities of the 
Nation and form the basis for a substantial industry developed, and expanding, 
to meet the needs of sportsmen and other lovers of the outdoors. 

The Congress further declares that the fishing industry, in its several branches, 
can prosper and thus fulfill their proper function in national life only if certain 


211 























































212 NATIONAL POLICY FOR COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 


fundamental needs are satisfied by means which are the recognized and consti- 
tutional functions of governments. Among these needs are: 

(1) Freedom of Enterprise—freedom to develop new areas, new methods, new 
products, new markets in accordance with sound economic principles, and freedom 
from detailed administrative and legal restrictions which ignore economic needs; 

2) Protection of Opportunity—maintenance of an economic atmosphere in 
which domestic production and processing can prosper; protection from subsidized 
competing products; protection of opportunity to fish on the high seas in accord- 
ance with international law; 

(3) Assistance—assistance of Government provided for industry generally, such 
as is involved in promoting good industrial relations, fair trade standards, har- 
monious labor relations. better health standards and sanitation; and assistance 
of Government for the fishing industry, specifically including 


(a) services to provide current information on production and trade, 
market promotion and development, and an extension service. 

b) research services for economic and technologie development and re- 
source conservation, and 

ec) resource management to assure the maximum sustainable production 
for the fisheries. 


The Congress further declares that the provisions of this Act are necessary in 
order to accomplish the objective of proper resource development, and that this 
Act shall be administered with due regard to the inherent right of every citizen 
and resident of the United States to engage in fishing for his own pleasure, enjoy- 
ment and betterment, and with the intent of stimulating the development of a 
strong, prosperous, and thriving fishery and fish processing industry. 


REORGANIZATION WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Sec. 3. (a) There is hereby created and established within the Department of 
the Interior the office of Undersecretary fer Fish and Wildlife and two divisions 
of such department to be known as the Fisheries Service and the Wildlife Service, 
respectively. The administrative functions of such Services shall be adminis- 
tered under the direction and supervision of the Secretary of the Interior (here- 
inafter referred to as the “Secretary’’) by the Undersecretary for Fish and Wildlife 
and a director and two assistant directors, hereby authorized and directed to be 
created and established for each of said Services. 

(b) All functions, powers, duties, and authority of the Fish and Wildlife Service 
of the Department of the Interior as are determined by the Secretary to relate 
primarily to fish, fisheries, whales, fur seals, hair seals, sea lions, and related 
matters, together with those funds, liabilities, commitments, authorizations, allo- 
cations, personnel, and records of the Fish and Wildlife Service which the Secre- 
tary of the Interior shall determine to be primarily related to and necessary for 
the exercise of such functions, powers, duties, and authority, are hereby trans- 
ferred to the Fisheries Service of the Department of the Interior, created and 
established by this section. 

(c) All functions, powers, duties, and authority of the Fish and Wildlife Service 
of the Department of the Interior as are determined by the Secretary to relate 
primarily to migratory birds, game management, and wildlife refuges, their 
acquisition, management and development, and related matters, together with 
those funds, liabilities, commitments, authorizations, allocations, personnel and 
records of the Fish and Wildlife Service which the Secretary of the Interior shall 
determine to be primarily related to and necessary for the exercise of such func- 
tions, powers, duties and authority, are hereby transferred to the Wildlife Service 
of the Department of the Interior, created and established by this section. 

Sec. 4. (a) In addition to the functions, powers, duties, and authority trans- 
ferred to the Fisheries Service and the Wildlife Service under Section 3 the Secre- 
tary shall exercise through such Services all functions, powers, duties, and 
authority conferred upon him under the provisions of this Act. 

(b) The Secretary shall conduct continuing investigations prepare and dis- 
seminate information, and make periodical reports to the public, to the President, 
and to the Congress with respect to the following matters: 

(1) The production and flow to market of fish and fishery products domestically 
produced, and also those produced by foreign producers which affect the domestic 
fisheries; 

(2) The availability and abundance of the living resources which support the 
domestic fisheries; 
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(3) The competitive economie position of the various fish and fishery products 
with respect to each other, to competitive foreign-produced commodities, and to 
other competitive commodities; and 

(4) The collection and dissemination of statistics on food and recreational 
fisheries; 

(5) Collection and dissemination of statistics on the nature and availability of 
wildlife, progress in acquisition of additional refuges and measures being taken 
to foster a coordinated program to encourage and develop wildlife values; 

(6) The improvement of production and marketing practices in regard to com- 
mercial species and the conduct of educational and extension services relative to 
commercial and sport fishing, and wildlife matters; 

(7) Any other matters which in the judgment of the Secretary are of public 
interest in connection with any phases of fisheries and wildlife operations. 

Sec. 5. (a) There are hereby transferred to the Secretary all administrative 
functions of the Secretary of Agriculture, the Secretary of Commerce, and the 
head of any other department or agency as are determined by the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget to relate primarily to the development, advancement, 
management, conservation, and protecticn of fisheries and wildlife; but nothing 
in this section shall be construed to modify the authority of the Department of 
State or the Secretary of State to negotiate or enter into any international agree- 
ments, or conventions with respect to the development, management, or protection 
of anv fisheries and wildlife resources or with respect to international commissions 
operating under conventions to which the United States is a party. 

(b) There are hereby transferred to the Department of the Interior so much of 
the personnel, property, facilities, records, and unexpended balances of appropri- 
ations, allocations, and other funds (available or to be made available) as the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget determines to be necessary in connection 
with the exercise of the functions transferred to the Secretary by subsection (a) of 
this section. 

(ec) The Secretary may request and secure the advice or assistance of any de- 
partment or agency of the Government in carrying out the provisions of this Act 
and any such department or ageney which furnishes advice or assistance to the 
Secretary may expend its own funds for such purposes, with or without reimburse- 
ment from the Seerctary as may be agreed upon between the Secretary and the 
department. or agency. 

Sec. 6. It shall be the responsibility of the Undersecretary of Fish and Wildlife 
to formulate all policies necessary in the administration by the Department of the 
Interior, including the Fisheries Service and the Wildlife Service created by section 
3 of this Act, of the laws relating to fisheries and wildlife. The Undersecretary 
shall also 

(1) develop and recommend measures which are appropriate to assure the 
maximum sustainable production of fish and fishery products and to prevent 
unnecessary and excessive fluctuations in such production; 

(2) study the economic condition of the industry, and whenever he de- 
termines that any segment of the domestic fisheries has been seriously dis- 
turbed either by wide fluctuation in the abundance of the resource supportin 
it, or by unstable market or fishing conditions from any cause, he shall make 
such recommendations to the President and the Congress through the Seere- 
tary with respect to credit relief and other measures as he deems appropriate 
to aid in stabilizing the domestie fisheries: 

(3) develop and recommend to the Secretary special promotional and 
informational activities with a view to stimulating the consumption of 
fishery products whenever he determines that there is a prospective or actual 
surplus of such products; 

(4) take such steps as may be required for the development, advancement, 
management, conservation, and protection of the fisheries; and 

(5) take such steps as may be required for the development, management, 
advancement, conservation and protection of wildlife resources through 
research, acquisition of refuge lands, development of existing facilities, and 
other means. 

Sec. 7. (a) The Secretary shall cooperate to the fullest practicable extent with 
the Secretary of State in providing representation at all meetings and conferences 
relating to fisheries in which representatives of the United States and foreign 
countries participate. 

(b) The Secretary of State and all other officials having responsibilities in the 
fields of technical and economic aid to foreign nations shall consult with the 
Secretary in all cases in which the interest of fisheries are involved with a view 
to assuring that such interests are adequately represented at all times. 
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(ec) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary shall be repre- 
sented in all international negotiations conducted by the United States pursuant 
to section 350 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, in any case in which fishery 
products are directly affected by such negotiations. 

(d) The Secretary may request and secure the advice or assistance of any de- 
partment or agency of the Government, and any such department or agency which 
furnishes advice or assistance to the Department of the Interior may expend its 
own funds for such purposes, with or without reimbursement as may be agreed 
upon. 

(e) The Secretary shall consult periodically with the various governmental, 
private nonprofit and other organizations and agencies which have to do with any 
phase of fisheries with respect to any problems that may arise in connection with 
such fisheries. 

Sec. 8. (a) The Undersecretary shall make an annual report to the Congress 
with respect to activities of the Fisheries Service and the Wildlife Service under 
this Act, and shall make such recommendations for additional legislation as he 
deems necessary. 

(b) The Undersecretary is authorized to make a report to the President and the 
Congress through the Secretary concerning the following matters with respect to 
any fishery product which is imported into the United States, upon a request from 
any segment of the domestic industry producting a like or directly competitive 
product: 

(1) Whether there has been a downward trend in the production, employment 
in the production, or prices, or a decline in the sales, of the like or directly com- 
petitive product by the domestic industry; and 

(2) Whether there has been an increase in the imports of the fishery product 
into the United States, either actual or relative to the production of the like or 
directly competitive product produced by the domestic industry. 

Sec. 9. (a) There are hereby transferred to the Undersecretary all policy func- 
tions of the Secretary of Agriculture, the Secre tary of Commerce, and the head of 
any other department or agency as are determined by the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget to relate primarily to the development, advancement, management, 
conservation, and protection of fisheries and wildlife; but nothing in this section 
shall be construed to modify the authority of the Department of State or the 
Secretary of State to negotiate or enter into any international agreements or con- 
ventions with respect to the development, management, or protection of any fish- 
eries resources or with respect to international fisheries commissions operating 
under conventions to which the United States is a party. 

(b) There are hereby transferred to the Department of the Interior so much of 
the personnel, property, facilities, records, and unexpended balances of appro- 
priations, allocations, and other funds (available or to be made available) as the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget determines to be necessary in connection 
with the exercise of the functions transferred to the Undersecretary by sub- 
section (a) of this section. 

THE RIGHTS OF STATES 


Sec. 10. Nothing in this Act shall be construed (1) to interfere in any manner 
with the rights of any State under the Submerged Lands Act (Public Law 31, 
Kighty-third Congress), or otherwise provided by law, or to supersede any regula- 
tory authority over fisheries exercised by the States either individually or under 
interstate compacts; or (2) to interfere in any manner with the authority exer- 
cised by any international commission established under any treaty or conven- 
tion to which the United States is a party. 


AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIATION 


Sec. 11. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


Mr. Ktiuczynski. The witnesses this morning are requested to 
direct their testimony to the new bill. 

The first witness this morning will be Mr. Raymond E. Steele. 

Mr. Steele, will you give the reporter and the committee your 
name? 
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STATEMENT OF RAYMOND E. STEELE, ATTORNEY, WASHINGTON, 
D. C. 


Mr. STEELE. My name is Raymond E. Steele, attorney, Washing- 
ton, D.C. 

At the time your previous hearing was held, for the sake of time | 
believe, my testimony was deferred to a later time. Since then Mr. 
Bonner’s bill has come out so that I will direct my attention to that 
bill. 

I might say that we who have been more or less on the commercial 
fisheries end have had some meetings with those who are primarily 
interested in wildlife, and I believe that we are pretty much in accord. 
We are in favor, by and large, of Mr. Bonner’s bill and would like to 
see that it is passed. 

I have with me a marked bill and a short statement which I shall 

ead, and it will point out specifically the various provisions. 

Gentlemen, may I sincerely thank you for permitting me this 
opportunity to comment on H. R. 11570. 

Since the committee is anxious to get to the heart of the matter, I 
will, with your permission, make my comments short and concise. 

I ‘might say that I am now appearing in a matter down before the 
United States Tariff Commission and want to get back there as soon 
as possible, and the clerk arranged for me to get on first. 

Referring to the bill, my first comment concerns lines 1, 2, 3, page 3 
This language seems to be of no effect whatsoever Saat I therefore 
suggest it be deleted—the statement under paragraph | to end with 
the word “principles.”’ 

Mr. Bonner (chairman of the committee). That is on page 3 
beginning at 1 and through 3, ‘sound economic principles * * *.”’ 

Mr. STeeve. ‘‘* * * and freedom from detailed administrative 
and legal restrictions which ignore economic needs; * * *.” 

I thought, in conferring with counsel, that maybe it might have 
been surplus wordage, although it was only a matter of maybe 
streamlining the bill. If it had some significance or some other 
meaning, then of course we would withdraw any objections about it. 

Mr. Bonner. Do you have a question on that language? 

Mr. Steexe. It was not my idea really that it be taken out. If 
somebody has some further reason why it should be in there, we of 
course would not object to it. 

My next comment concerns the deletion of the words “‘which affect 
the domestic fisheries’, contained in paragraph (1), line 5, page 6. 
This should be deleted since the present Fish and Wildlife Service has 
rendered these factual reports for many years but they make no 
comparative analysis as to cause and effect on domestic industry. 

Mr. Kuvuczynskt. Will you repeat that? 

Mr. Sreete. The quote was “which affect the domestic fisheries.” 

Mr. Seety-Brown. You would eliminate that? 

Mr. Steeve. This should be deleted since the Fish and Wildlife 
Service has rendered these factual reports for many years, but make no 
comparative analysis as to cause and effect on domestic fisheries. In 
other words, they have that factual report on the domestic fisheries. 
I think our comments later on were that these statistics are available 
to anybody who has a use for them, and they also put out the market 
reports. 
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Mr. Bonner. You want to stop after the word ‘producers’’? 

Mr. STEELE. Yes. 

Mr. Bonner. ‘‘* * * 
ducem.4-*.°"7 

Mr. Srreve. That is right, sir. 

Further on page 6, paragraph (3), running from lines 9 through line 
12, this should be eliminated since it only leads to a study of such 
conditions that should normally come before the Tariff Commission 
and not be a subject of executive or legislative interpretation. 

As you are well aware, the Ways and Means Committee of the House 
can direct the Tariff Commission to make investigations, and in the 
Senate the Senate Finance Committee directs that. We felt that 
maybe this might be usurping some of their authority. 

Mr. Dinceii. You mean the Ways and Means Committee? 

Mr. Steere. The Ways and Means Commitiee of the House. It 
is the Senate Finance Committee and the Ways and Means Commit- 
tee of the House. 

Mr. Kuvezynskr. Mr. Allen wants to ask a question at this point. 

Mr. Atten. Does not that subsection (3) have to do with deter- 
mining the competitive position of domestic products with respect 
to each other, and domestic fishery products with respect to other 
domestic products? 

Mr. Bonner. That is the purpose of it. It is not to usurp authority 
from anyone else, but to study the question, the effect they would 
have on each other. 

Mr. ALLEN. With reference to the domestic competition the Tariff 
Commission would have no jurisdiction at all. 

Mr. Bonner. That is right. 

Mr. Streets. There is no strong feeling about it. We thought it 
might cause a hassle of who is going to do what job and maybe of 
mixing up things in the Bureau, or whatever they are going to call 
this division of fisheries. It was more directive than any strong feeling 
about it on our part. 

Proceeding on page 6, line 24, and continuing on page 7, lines 1 
and 2, this should be deleted since in our opinion it gives full power 
to the Secretary. However, if this is within the inherent powers now 
vested in the Secretary, we leave it to the wisdom of the committee’s 
counsel to give the committee members his opinion and we will abide 
by their final judgment. 

Mr. Kiuczynskt. In other words, you are striking out subsection 
(7) entirely? 

Mr. Streets. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Kiuczynskr. Are there any questions on that? 

Mr. Bonner. Why would you st-ike that out, 


and also those produced by foreign pro- 


Any other matters which in the judgment of the Secretary are of public interest 
in connection with any phases of fisheries and wildlife operations. 
That is what we are trying to deal with here. 

Mr. Sreeze. If they feel that there is inherent power there, I think 
it was a matter that somebody had brought to my attention and ac- 
tually I am not too familiar with it. I believe it was discussed with 
Mr. Drewry and maybe he has some information on that that I do 
not know of. 

Mr. Bonner. The Secretary is delegated and directed. 

Mr. Zincke. He has these powers anyway. 






















































































































































































NATIONAL POLICY FOR COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 217 


Mr. Bonner. But this just simply emphasizes what his powers are 
and what he should do. 

Mr. Steere. I believe that may be it was felt that that was dupli- 
cation. We have no feeling about it one way or the other. 

Mr. Bonner. All right, sir. 

Mr. Kiuczynski. You may proceed. 

Mr. STEELE. Lines 18 through 25, page 8, and to also include lines 

and 2, page 9, a careful study of the verbiage therein contained 
causes us to request the committee to strike out this language, our 
reasons for this being that this language would impress upon an 
executive officer of the Government the responsibility of studying 
and making continuous reports on any matter that would affect the 
marketing or fishing conditions that any segment of the domestic 
industry could complain about. This would entail endless wrangling 
and the door knocker on the offices of the Under Secretary would be 
worn out by continual pleas for assistance, subsidization and quota 
relief by domestic operators. 

I believe that that is one that they felt was within the province of 
somebody else, and that maybe this is too much of an open door for 
wrangling. 

Mr. Sreiey-Brown. I thought the argument was that the door 

ras never open at all, and here we are trying to give them a chance 
at least to come and present their case. 

Mr. Stee en. Well, of course, there are plenty of ways now, we felt, 
to get relief. Maybe the matter of getting it was convincing the 
right authority, but the authority seems to be there. I guess it is a 
great deal like if some judge has knocked your ears down a few times 
and maybe you would like to get a new judge. 

Mr. Bonner. Well, the last four words sum up the whole thing. 
It is to stabilize the domestic fisheries. It directs him to do these 
things for that purpose, and that is what this whole question is about. 

Mr. Steere. Well, we thought furthermore that there might be 
some conflict with the Saltonstall-Kennedy Act. I do not know how 
true it is, but I have been told that the idea is to make that a perma- 
nent legislation, and that is a pretty broad bill if you read the wording 
of that legislation. It goes into the aspects of making reports and 
points out pretty well what the condition of the domestic fishery is. 
Counsel for your committee may wish to look at the wording there 
and see if there is any conflict. 

Mr. Bonner. All right. 

Mr. Dincetu. Mr. Chairman, could [ ask one question? 

Mr. Kiuczynskt. Yes. 

Mr. Dincetu. Mr. Steele, does this section (2) that you referred to, 
on page 8, line 18, have anything to do with the Tariff Commission? 

Mr. Sreevp. Yes. When you are making recommendations to the 
President and the Congress through a Secretary with respect to credit 
and other measures as he deems appropriate to aid in stabilizing the 
domestic fisheries you enter into several aspects. Where this director 
is going to recommend credit relief, you could set up a whole bureau 
in my mind. If you wanted to stabilize some ‘thing, it seems to me 
that you would have to go into it rather completely. 

Now, if the upshot of this thing is that the recommendations 
there are to go into the matter of recommending credit measures and 
other relief, you are cutting across the present tariff structure and 
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the ways and means of approach to that subject. We have, for 
example, authority under the existing tariff act to request the amount 
of subsidies and what not being granted other countries and, if you 
are going to try and match them with some sort of credit relief it 
does seem to me that you are directly tramping on the toes of theWays 
and Means Committee and the powers inherent in the Tariff Com- 
mission. 

Mr. Kiuczynski. You may proceed. 

Mr. Streets. Page 10, lines 19 through 23, referred to as section 
8 (a), we believe this should be deleted — we see no reason why an 
executive branch of the Government should recommend legislation 
concerning a nationwide industry. This can be done directly by the 
industry through its own local legislative representatives. 

Mr. Bonner. Where is that? 

Mr. Kuuczynskt. Page 10, line 19, strike out subsection (a). 

Mr. Sreeve. The inference might be that you are establishing a 
lobbying activity through the Secretary if he is going to be the one 
to continually recommend legislation. 

Mr. Bonner. That is the Department of the Interior. Every 
agency certainly has that prerogative to send out recommendations 
to Congress for legislation. ‘They have that now as far as that goes. 

Mr. SrTeeveE. They have that authority now to recommend. We 
thought it was rather pointed that there was some inherent authority. 

Mr. Bonner. It is always the case in legislation that a report be 
made to the Congress pertaining to the matter, and such recommenda- 
tions as they may deem beneficial on tbe subject of the legislation. 

Mr. Sreete. Again I have no strong feeling about it. 

Mr. Bonner. All right, sir. 

Mr. Sreeve. Further on page 10, lines 24 and 25, and continuing 
on page 11, lines 1 through 4, designated as paragraph (b) under 
section 8, this language impresses upon the Under Secretary a respon- 
sibility to report to the President and the Congress their findings and 
make recommendations concerning the impact of imported fish upon 
any segment of the domestic produci ing industry. This again is a 
subtle attempt to take the present peril- -point and esc ape-clause 
procedures of the Tariff Commission and put them in the hands of 
another Office of Government by having the Under Secretary recom- 
mend to Congress and to the President that action should be taken 
pursuant to the facts reported by the segment of the domestic industry. 

In other words, we felt that this was pretty much a hangover 
from the early Magnuson bills that were introduced and which 
were drawn pursuant to hearings that were held on the west coast. 
It does seem to cut across the program of our tariff setup and, in all 
probability, he would get into a hassle with the State Department 
and everybody else, or at least this Assistant Secretary is likely to 
find himself out in left field in making recommendations. As to 
whether it is a good piece of legislation, our people did nor think so. 

Mr. Bonner. Is it not the case that any agency has the right 
to represent those in the industry as to whether or not the reciprocal 
trade agreements should be raised or lowered? That is all the intent 
is here. Certainly it is not the intent to take away from the Tariff 
Commission any of its authority. 

Mr. Sreeve. Well, these are merely the comments I think that 
were made by those people who might be affected. Maybe the 
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conservation people have some further notion about that language, 
too. The trouble with the bill was that it was cooked up by com- 
mercial interests and now, in trying to fit it into the scheme of things, 
you run into language that they don’t know the history of and which 
may be what the commercial interests are hassling over, and I think 
that that has been part of the trouble up to this time. The conserva- 
tion groups were not brought in at an early enough period to discuss 
the full meaning and import of these things. I might say that they 
have convinced me a little bit of their thinking and I can see where 
it was not a smart thing that they were left out in the first instance. 

Continuing on page 11, we ask that lines 5 through 8, inclusive, 
referred to as section 8 (b), subparagraph (1), be deleted. The 
reason being that we believe in a free and competitive market for all 
of the domestic industry as well as the imported. We feel that any 
economic restrictions that may be brought about by recommendation 
or any governmental pressures are unsound in our economy. 

Further on page 11, lines 9 through 12, inclusive, referred to as 
section 8 (b), paragr raph (b) (2), this again is a further means of trying 
to impose economic censure on the overall fisheries industry of the 
United States. 

There is not only the producer in specific localities to be considered, 
but the producers throughout the Nation in all types of fish, the 
distributors, wholesalers, retailers, and under this paragraph you 
again have a situation whereby you request an administrative officer 
of the executive branch of the Government to make reports as to 
whether or not there is fair competition in the production of imported 
fish as compared to domestic fish. Should there be any disparity in 
this regard, the producers can complain to the Tariff Commission and 
get relief if their facts warrant the same. 

Again that language was borrowed from the original Magnuson 
bill. 

In conclusion, gentlemen, my association heartily endorses the 
statement of policy of H. R. 11570. My members believe you have 
worked diligently and carefully and that your committee, through 
Mr. Bonner, has brought forth a piece of legislation that will satisfy 
all segments of the industry. You have upgraded fisheries and wild- 
life. You have accomplished the desired result of having the senior 
officer designated as an Under Secretary of the Department of the 
Interior. 

Why now allow these upgraded officials to work with the present 
tools at hand and then, if they feel that additional authority is re- 
quired, they can come before you and request same in an orderly way 
instead of vesting them with authority at the present time, which can 
only result in interdepartmental wrangling and industry troubles and 
confusion. 

Here the committee’s analysis has been most constructive and your 
assistance in giving me this opportunity to appear before you is 
deeply appreciated. 

May I thank you and, should there be any questions for clarifica- 
tion, please. propound them so that I may attempt to answer same. 

Mr. Kuiuczynski. Mr. Steele, in other words, you are asking us to 
delete section 8 in its entirety, but you have been asking us to strike 
it out by subsections; is that right? 

Mr. SrTeete. Right. 
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Mr. Kuiuczynskr. The entire section 8? 

Mr. Sreeve. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Kuvczynskt. Yes; the whole thing. 

Mr. Allen, have you any questions? 

Mr. Auuen. Mr. Chairman, it would seem to me that section 8 (b), 
both (1) and (2), gives a permissive authority to an Under Secretary 
and would enable a complainant in the industry to make his com- 
plaint to the one agency that is governing practically all of the fishery 
problem. That would seem to me to be an advantage. On the 
other hand, inasmuch as the Under Secretary’s authority is discretion- 
ary with him, I do not see that the duplication of function, if there is 
any, would create any great complication. Have I stated the case 
there? Is that an approximately correct statement? 

Mr. Srrern. Probably it is open to wide interpretation. Again I 
believe it is one of these problems where, if you are going to try and 
keep this thing in balance to keep different hassles from developing, 
if you make it too wide you could develop pretty much of a three- 
cornered fight. As to these people who are complaining about im- 
ports, if you get too strong a movement in that direction you might, 
supposing that you had enough impetus, get a curtailing of imports 
and you are going to tramp on the toes of the sports fishing interests 
who are trying all time time to broaden their sphere of influence. 

You know that on our own west coast now we have the striped bass 
which is a sports fishery and in the Chesapeake Bay it is a commercial 
fishery, so that it is a question of how much impact one is going to 
have on the other and, if you keep putting the pressure on one group, 
it is probably going to spread out some place else. In other words, if 
it is subject to interpretation, our people by and large are not i 
creating too big a Bureau any place, and they think that a great deal 
of the activities here involved would be overlapping. 

Mr. Auien. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kuvezynsxr. Mr. Seely-Brown. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. Did I understand that you are representing the 
distributors? 

Mr. Srerie. Well, producers and distributors. Specifically, Mr. 
Robert Fletcher is the president of the Booth Fisheries Corp., and he 
is the chairman of our legislative committee, and I believe Booth 
Fisheries is about the biggest in the producer-distributor field in the 
country. They have many domestic operations. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. Do you distribute products which are made in 
countries other than our own? 

Mr. Sreete. Yes, they do. We had a witness yesterday, before 
the Tariff Commission, who distributes about 30 percent imported 
products and 70 percent domestic. 

Mr. Sreiy-Brown. Is it a fair statement to say that one of the 
reasons why you would consider deleting the language that you have 
suggested deleting is that you might see a conflict between the do- 
mestic and foreign producers of an item that you are distributing, and 
you do not want to be in the middle of that squeeze? 

Mr. Streets. Well, it is a question of what is American and what is 
not American. Of course, the field of domestic fishery does not have 
enough to supply the needs. I think it is an open secret that even 
Booth Fisheries has some extended operations in Canada, but our 
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claim, of course, before the Tariff Commission is that they have fished 
out the local grounds and have moved farther north where there are 
fish; so that, naturally, these people do not want to get in a hassle 
with their neighbors to the north if it should develop down here that 
the barriers are going to be erected, before the chance to investigate 
the thing through other authorities has been exhausted. There is an 
element of truth that naturally they do not want to build up any 
further barriers because, whether the nature of the relief satisfies 
everybody, this is about the third or fourth time that these people 
have been dragged before the Tariff Commission in the past 6 years. 
I think it is felt that this committee should not be made the whipping 
boy for all of the troubles that exist before the Tariff Commission, or 
that the State Department has in its lap. 

You will probably find them complaining all the time, and it has 
further been our feeling that they should take their beefs before the 
Ways and Means Committee on tariff legislation. 

If you took the original Magnuson bills they are a wolf in sheep’s 
clothing. The idea was, as witnesses testified. to get a foot in the 
door, meaning those people who were specifically seeking relief. That 
is fine, except that when you come in with a bill that is supposed 
to upgrade the fisheries and do something to give them stature in 
Government, you should see that you do not get into somebody 
else’s program, and, rather than start some arguments in the domestic 
fisheries, recognize the wildlife aspects of these things. I am con- 
vineed, and I think our people are too, that. if you want to arouse 
the sportsmen and the sports fishermen, we are convinced that they 
can write their own ticket by sheer strength of numbers. We do not 
want to see that happen, with a chante of making peace. 

I have been in some conferences and we have tried to streamline 
this legislation in our own minds to the extent where they could all 
get under the umbrella and where a lot of discretion would be left to 
this Assistant Secretary. If you upgrade and give him stature. there 
are many things that he could probably do that he cannot do today. 
If you get to dealing with some of the language that is already in the 
Tariff Act, I can see where this could become a battleground for tariff 
matters and there is going to be a division in Government between 
what the Ways and Means Committee has on the House side, and I 
do not know what is going to happen on the Senate side. We have 
been trying to figure what might come out of conference. That 
Senate bill was never even debated. 1 do not know what the Senate 
might demand in conference. | believe the sports groups are going 
to have a lot to say because I do not think they like it. We have 
been trying to give them something that they do like. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. Without prolonging the discussion, would it not 
be a fair statement to say that the tariff problems are such real ones 
and so far reaching in any item you want to mention where there is 
any kind of competition where the tariff is an important factor that 
actually it will affect every committee in the House and Senate either 
directly or indirectly, and probably a great many of the agencies of 
the Government as well? 

Mr. STEELE. Well, it might affect everybody concerned. but again 
looking to the procedure that you might follow, that is the thing. 

Mr. Srety-Brown. That is what I am getting at. It is the pro- 
cedures with which you are concerned? 

77765—56——15 
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Mr. Stere.e. The procedures; that is right, sir. 

Mr. Kuiuczynskr. Mr. Dingell. 

Mr. Dinece.u. I would like to yield to our distinguished general 
chairman. 

Mr. Kuiuczynski. We are saving the best for the last. 

Mr. Dincetu. Mr. Steele, you referred to the legislative committee 
without stating specific ally what legislative committee that was. 
Is that the legislative committee of the National Fisheries Institute. 

Mr. Steere. No. The National Fisheries Institute is a house 
divided, I think, on tariff matters, and the gentleman with whom we 
conferred on this legislation was Mr. Arthur Jarrell, who was the chair- 
man of the legislative committee of the National Fisheries Institute, 
and Mr. Robert Fletcher, who is the president of the Booth Fisheries 
Corporation. They are two gentlemen with whom I conferred and 
who by and large have steered me into what I have now told you. In 
other words, they seem to have a very good composite picture of what 
this legislation is all about. 

Mr. Dincetu. Tell me this, if you will, please. Can we catch all 
the fish that we need to consume locally in this country? 

Mr. STEELE. No, not by a long ways. 

Mr. Dincetu. How much fish do we consume locally? 

Mr. SreeLe. You mean per capita? 

Mr. Dinceti. How many pounds or tons of fish overall do we catch? 

Mr. Streeve. About 4% billion pounds. 

Mr. Dinceutu. We catch 4% billion pounds of fish? 

Mr. STeEeE. Yes. 

Mr. Dinceti. How much of that is caught by our own American 
fishermen? 

Mr. Sreeve. Well, the 4% billion pounds is domestic production. If 
you want to deal with it specieswise, in the North Atlantic of course 
the chief species are cod, haddock, hake, and ocean perch. We have 
had increases in imports to meet our needs. I think the Government 
statistics show that there are only about 9 million pounds of those 
fish in storage today. The inventories are down a little bit. 

The picture is hard to analyze. The question is whether the domes- 
tic fishery is going to be able to improve any. There is a conservation 
measure now in effect which most of us are familiar. The haddock 
grounds in New England are being built up again as a result. That 
is the place that the American boats historically fish in the North 
Atlantic. By putting in a bigger net mesh they have increased the 
production of that fishery. They have a good market for haddock. I 
would say that they have a chance of recapturing any markets they 
have lost due to overfishing. If they get in the other fellow’s back- 
yard, namely Canada, then you have a problem ; but we have to pro- 
duce, keep up with Fish and Wildlife, a domestic fishery to keep up 
with the per capita consumption. We must pick up something like 
10 million pounds a year to offset the increase in population alone. 

Mr. Dincexu. Let me ask you this, then. Reduced to the simplest 
elements would this not be a fact: That we cannot produce by the 
efforts of our own fishermen all the fish that we have to have to con- 
sume in the United States? 

Mr. Srmnve. No, we cannot. 
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Mr. Dineeui. And with the continued growth of our population 
our total consumption is going to increase. 

Mr. Sreeve. That is correct. 

Mr. DinGe.i. Now, you mentioned that your people were interested 
in conservation. 

Mr. Stpeve. Yes. I think the commercial fisherman, if he did not 
realize it some years ago, surely realizes today that he should be the 
top man in conservation, and I think there are a great many steps 
being taken. One that I mentioned to you is that it seems that New 
England has not been as alert to the situation as have been the west 
coast interests where they entered into the International Halibut 
Commission with Canada for the conservation of that halibut fishery. 
A great many years later they came along and increased the mesh size 
in the North Atlantic. People who fought that are, I think, all for 
it now, including the fishermen. They have been catching more fish 
and getting more for them. They are not catching the babies today 
on Georges banks that they did, so that I think by and large the 
smart fisherman has to be a devout conservationist. 

Mr. Dineetu. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kuiuczynski. Mr. Van Pelt. 

Mr. Van Pett. I have no questions. 

Mr. Kuiuczynski. Mr. Tollefson? 

Mr. Touuerson. I have no questions. 

Mr. Kiuczynski. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Bonner. I have no questions. 

Mr. Kuuczynski. Thank you, Mr. Steele. 

Mr. Syeete. Thank you. 

Mr. Kuuczynski. The next witness will be Mr. Richard H. Stroud. 

Will you give to the reporter and the committee your name and 
whom you represent? 


STATEMENTS OF RICHARD H. STROUD, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESI- 
DENT, SPORT FISHING INSTITUTE; AND C. R. GUTERMUTH, 
VICE PRESIDENT, WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE, REP- 
RESENTING CITIZENS COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES; 
FOREST CONSERVATION SOCIETY OF AMERICA; NATIONAL 
PARKS ASSOCIATION; NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION; 
OUTDOOR WRITERS ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA; PUBLIC 
AFFAIRS INSTITUTE; SPORT FISHING INSTITUTE; THE WIL- 
DERNESS SOCIETY; AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE 


Mr. Stroup. Mr. Chairman and the committee, I am Richard H. 
Stroud. I am speaking to you concerning H. R. 11570 on behalf of 
the nine national conservation organizations who are identified, to- 
gether with the names of their authorizing officers- at the end of this 
statement. We are confident that many additional organizations 
would be listed if there had been sufficient time and opportunity for 
them to become acquainted with the bill under examination. 

They are all nonprofit, private membership organizations embracing 
virtually all of the conservation interests that would be affected bv 
the bill in question here today. Directly and indirectly, these groups 
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represent the conservation interests or more than 40 million sportsmen 
and other outdoor recreation enthusiasts, together with those of the 
closely connected and vital recreational industries. The requirements 
of about one-fourth of our total population for badly needed relaxation 
from the mounting tensions of modern living are primarily dependent 
upon those outdoor participation sports made possible by the recrea- 
tional fisheries, wildlife, and scenic resources. 

At the outset we wish it well understood that we are most strongly 
opposed to any proposals which serve to weaken or bring about the 
separation of the closely interrelated activities now grouped together 
in the Fish and Wildlife Service. It is our firm conviction that when 
the approximately 40 million sportsmen and sportswomen of America 
learn of this ill-conceived assault upon the integrated management 
of their recreational resources, which they fought for and won nearly 
two decades ago, they will make their overwhelming disapproval 
known in unmistakable terms. 

We are aware that severe economic misfortunes have befallen the 
commercial fishing industry, especially with respect to the tuna and 
the salmon fisheries. We are sympathetic with the desire by many 
Congressmen to do something that will improve the conditions leading 
to this deplorable state. We are familiar with the many specific 
proposals that have been advanced to achieve this commendable 
purpose. But these things will be solved only by strengthening, not 
weakening or dismembering, the unified approach to natural-resource 
husbs andry 

We firmly believe that no separation or reorganization of the 
administration of fisheries will solve the basic problems of low 
tariffs on fish imports with respect to tuna, which are the result of 
national policy on reciprocal trade, and of overexploitation of salmon 
stocks. We recognize these as the most important basic problems 
which have brought the commercial fisbing industry to its present 
unhappy position. 

A numbe T ‘of legislative proposals, notably those embodied in 
Senate bill 3275 which was recently approved in the Senate, have 
proposed dr atic dismemberment of the current Fish and Wildlife 
Service as a “‘solution’’ to these ills. We are confident that no such 
proposals will solve the problems now besetting the domestic fisheries. 
On the contrary, it would appear to us that exactly the reverse may 
be expected to occur, namely, that the interests of the commercial 
fishing industry will actually suffer further reverses if the philosophy 
of conservation is entirely removed from its administration. We do 
not believe that increased exploitation will provide a lasting solution 
to these economic difficulties. 

At the same time, we feel there is a basic danger in separating the 
management of our recreational fisheries from those of a commercial 
nature because of broad areas of mutual interests which encompass 
numerous coastel, bay, and anadromous species. We also believe 
that proper husbandry of these important renewable natural resources 
for the maximum benefit of all our people requires that the fish and 
the wildlife be administered jointly with the closest possible coordi- 
nation. 

We believe that you should recognize that the passage of any of 
these proposals for separation of the integrated functions or dismem- 
berment of the Fish and Wildlife Service will undo the very great 
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forward stride toward unified management that was accomplished 
in 1940 with the consolidation of the old Bureau of Fisheries and the 
Biological Survey. Such action is also inconsistent with the recent 
findings of the President’s own Cabinet Committee on Water Policy. 
Its report recommended that the administration of related natural 
resources should be consolidated and more closely coordinated, not 
separated more widely by bureaucratic walls. Moreover, it sweeps 
aside the findings of able task forces of the Hoover Commission which 
have gone so far as to call for the establishment of an entirely new 
Federal department of natural resources to bring about maximum 
unification and coordination of natural resource administration. 

It does not seem essential to our argument to enter into further 
detail as to our reasoning on this point, and we believe that you will 
agree that there is vast merit in the concept of a unified approach to- 
ward the proper husbandry of all natural resources. It is in this spirit 
and with this fundamental concept that we register the strongest pos- 
sible opposition to any move that will lead to a separation of sport 
from commercial fisheries and to a separation of fisheries from wildlife 
in the administration of these resour ces. 

The development of adequate facilities for proper use of leisure 
time is vital both to the public health and to the economie stability 
of the Nation. The recreational industries dependent upon the fish 
and wildlife resources, and closely allied water usage, together generate 
well over $10 billion worth of business annually. Facts at our dis- 
posal indicate that the dollar value of this industry is many times 
that of the commercial fishing industry in the United States. More- 
over, a quarter of our national population is heavily dependent upon 
these outdoor recreational resources for badly needed relaxation from 
the mounting tensions of present-day living. We think it goes without 
saying that the programs of the Federal Government affecting these 
resources are of the greatest importance. We are highly concerned 
that these vital responsibilities are being neglected or seriously 
damaged in the storm of controversy which has been raised as a 
matter of political expedience over the plight of the commercial 
fisheries. 

With these thoughts in mind, we wish to note that Mr. Bonner 
has made a more constructive approach toward solving these grave 
problems in the language and provisions that he has employed in 
H. R. 11570. In our view, the proposals in this bill come somewhat 
closer to the vitally important need to consider all the complex factors 
and interests involved. Unfortunately it, too, falls far short of the 
strengthened, unified approach to proper husbandry of the resources 
that is so badly needed here. Therefore, we have several definite 
recommendations that need to be incorporated in the bill in order 
to make it acceptable to us and compatible with the broad public 
interest. 

It has been our position and continues to be that the importance 
of the recreational fisheries and wildlife and commercial fisheries 
resources to the national public health and economic stability has 
deserved subcabinet level prestige and representation in the Federal 
Government. We are pleased to see the provision for a joint admin- 
istrative officer of subcabinet rank over all fisheries and wildlife 
resources. We believe that this represents a most constructive move 
toward the solution of mutual problems. 
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The declaration of policy is replete with glowing tribute to the 
importance of the commercial fisheries to the national welfare in 
various respects. Only passing attention is afforded the recreational 
fish and wildlife resources. The tremendously greater impact of 
these outdoor recreational resources upon the economic well being 
of the Nation, the important recreational industries dependent upon 
the resources, and the public health values of outdoor recreational 
pursuits have been ignored. These tremendous values must be given 
adequate recognition in any broad declaration of congressional policy 
if it is to be satisfactory to the conservation forces and allied interests. 

We are concerned relative to the provisions of section 3 (a), on 
page 4, establishing 2 separate services, 1 for fisheries and 1 for wild- 
life, each with its separate director. We believe this to be one of the 
serious defects present in this bill. We have already stated that we 
are strongly opposed to a separation of wildlife from the fisheries. 
We fear that the proposed services will in fact become separate 
bureaus. Such a development would clearly not be in the broad 
public interest. 

Certain vitally important programs of the Fish and Wildlife Service 
would be disrupted and crippled by the separation. One is the work 
of the Office of River Basin Studies, which weighs the effects of Federal 
impoundments and devises plans to offset fish and wildlife losses. 
Fish and wildlife cannot be separated here. Another is the Branch 
of Federal Aid, under which funds for sport fishing projects and game 
restoration are administered jointly for many mutual benefits that 
would otherwise be lost. The State fish and game units that must 
deal jointly with both these functions in the F ederal Government are 
strongly opposed to having to deal with more than one joint Federal 
bureau in connection with their fish and game needs. 

In view of such important considerations as these, we recommend 
that the basic structure for the unified administration of these closely 
interrelated recreational and commercial fisheries and wildlife re- 
sources be strengthened rather than diluted. We recommend that 
there be a single, joint Fish and Wildlife Bureau within the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, under an office of Under Secretary for Fish and 
Wildlife, and administered by a single Director along with 2 Assistant 
Directors 1 each over a Fisheries Division and a Wildlife Division, 
respectively. A joint office such as the present Technical Services 
unit is vitally necessary to provide efficient and workable adminis- 
tration of these activities and services that cut straight across both 
fish and wildlife functions. This would include the present Branch 
of Federal Aid in fish and wildlife restoration, the present Office of 
River Basin Studies, and the lands and engineering functions. To do 
otherwise would create hopeless confusion and wastefully expensive 
duplication. We recommend that such provision be incorporated in 
the bill. 

We are familiar enough with the operations of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service to realize further that any other course would result in greatly 
increased administrative costs without an equivalent improvement in 
services rendered to the public. The Fish and Wildlife Service is not 
a large agency and if it is split all of the administrative functions 
concerned with the fiscal personnel, budgetary and similar matters 
must be doubled. At present these administrative units are function- 
ing effectively within the limitations of their budgets with a minimum 
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of personnel. A separation of the fish and wildlife functions will 
surely require a doubling of the overhead costs associated with the 
operation of these units. 

We are also concerned over the provisions of section 3 (b),-also on 
page 4, transferring to the proposed Fisheries Service all responsibility 
relating to the important warmblooded marine animals. We believe 
that this constitutes a second serious defect in the bill. 

We can well understand the desire of the commercial fisheries to 
get their hands on the rich fur seal resources of the Pribilof Islands 
and on other marine mammals as well as fish. The fur seal harvests 
yield more than $4 million of revenue annually. But to consign to a 
commercial fishing agency the fate of such rare marine species as the 
hair seal, the sea lion, the Beluga whale, the walrus, and the sea otter 
could well mean their doom. These mammals are regarded only as 
predators to be slaughtered unmercifully by commercial fishermen. 

We recommend strongly against the transfer of responsibility for 
and jurisdiction over the marine animals to any fisheries bureau. 
We believe that these animals should logically and properly be grouped 
with all other forms of wildlife, as opposed to fisheries. 

We are most gravely concerned, too, over the scant attention paid 
to the importance of recreational fisheries and wildlife resources in 
the language of the bill, especially in sections 6 and 8, where the 
duties of the Under Secretary are spelled out, and in section 7 with 
respect to the Secretary’s duties. It is here that we find another 
one of the serious deficiencies in philosophy which permeates these 
proposals. Because of the detailed emphasis in these sections accorded 
almost exclusively to the economic problems and promotion of com- 
mercial fish and fishery products, there is great danger that this bill 
could in fact create a practically autonomous exploitation-minded 
commercial fishing bureau. This would be most unfortunate in our 
view. Despite possible protestations to the contrary on the part of 
a few die-hard extremist exploitationists, there has been a highly 
successful working integration of recreational fisheries, wildlife, and 
commercial fisheries administration and activities in the Fish and 
Wildlife Service since their reluctant ‘‘wedding’”’ in 1940. Great 
progress for the common good has been made over the years in bring- 
ing these elements together. We must strengthen this coordination 
of functions not weaken or separate them. 

Given the language of the bill it is obvious to us, and we believe 
also to the 40 million sportsmen and sportswomen of America who 
will be directly affected by these changes, that the vastly more 
important recreational fisheries are to become the subservient step- 
child of the commercial fishing industry. It is equally obvious to us 
that the remaining and vital wildlife functions are to be relegated to 
a position of minor importance. Should this unsound philosophy 
prevail, we fear that this may become construed by highly militant 
sportsmen’s groups as tantamount to a declaration of war on their 
personal interests. We implore the Congress to avoid precipitating 
such an unfortunate and wholly unnecessary social and economic 
upheaval. 

We are in unanimous agreement, finally, that the broad public in- 
terest clearly requires that all of those functions of the Fish and Wild- 
life Service which have to do with the recreational fisheries of the 
Nation must in any eventuality remain grouped together with the 
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wildlife functions in a single, unified, conservation agency. We are 
unalterably opposed to any action that would result in the compart- 
mentalization of these closely interrelated resources—recreational 
fisheries and wildlife—of the United States and its Territories within 
separate administrative units under separate and semi-independent 
administrative heads. 

At this point I would like to indicate that we have prepared specific 
amendments, a copy of which has already been given to the counsel. 
We hold no brief for the details and wording of those amendments. 
We are not lawyers. We are amateurs at this sort of thing, but they 
do embody specific amendments to take care of the philosophy and 
objections we have expressed here. 

We also have some supporting exhibits which are intended as a 
specific part of this statement in the form of some organizational 
charts on my left. Mr. C. R.Gutermuth, who is in the room, prepared 
these charts. 

With your permission, we would like to have him present the expla- 
nation of them. He did the actual work on them and I cannot explain 
them as he can. May we have that permission? 

Mr. Kiuczynski. You may. 

Mr. GurermutuH. My name is C. R. Gutermuth. I am the vice 
president of the Wildlife Management Institute. 

In talking with members of the committee and other members of 
Congress within the last 48 hours, Mr. Chairman, we bave more or 
less been given the understanding that it is not their desire or intention 
to actually cre: “7 two divisions of the Fish and Wildlife Service, and 
we figured that it was necessary and advisable, if possible, to explan 
to the Soliton just what the organizational chart and the lines 
of authority and the definitions of activity are in that tremendously 
large Department of the Interior, and then to try to show what effect 
this proposal and also possibly the Magnuson bill would have in 
constituting a new agency or agencies within the De ‘partment, one on 
fisheries, and the other on wildlife. 

I worked nearly all night, Mr. Chairman, trving to get this large 
chart completed. I first had to study completely the structure of the 
Department of the Interior before I could even start on this chart. I 
bought, just before the store closed last night, the largest sheet that 
I could find, and it was nowhere near large enough to show the layout 
of the Department of the Interior in all of its many branches; but I 
have depicted here the situation with regard to the four big major 
branches of the Department. 

This chart shows the Secretary of the Interior, at this point Mr. 
Fred A. Seaton, with an Under Secretary, Mr. Clarence A. Davis, at 
this point, and then, while there may be some doubt as to exactly how 
these lines of authority should be, you have the technical review staff 
along thislevel. You also have an assistant to the Secretary in charge 
of the Division of Information, and over here you find the Solicitor. 

Then you come down to the special assistant to the Under Secretary, 
and then you find the level upon which we have the Assistant Secre- 
taries of the Department of the Interior: Mr. Beasley, the Adminis- 
trative Assistant Secretary; the Assistant Secretary for Water and 
Power Development, Mr. Fred G. Aandahl; and here the Assistant 
Secretary for Mineral Resources, Mr. Felix E. Wormser. Here, with 
the large number of agencies, is the Assistant Secretary for Public 
Land Management, Mr. Wesley A. D’Ewart. 
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Then immediately below that in each case you find special assistants 
to the Assistant Secretary. Then dropping to this level, and this is 
the important part, I have put these boxes going clear across the 
Department chart in red ink because it is the departmental level 
and it is here that you find the directors. administ rators, and com- 
missioners. That is uniform throughout the Department. 

At that point, these agencies break down. For example, there is 
the Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation. Immediately under 
him you find 3 Assistant Commissioners and then the breakdown goes 
down into 10 divisions, each division with its own chief, and so on 
down, down, down the line. 

You have a similar situation here, the Director of ( reOlogical Survey 
at the director level. Below that you have an Assistant Director. 
Somewhere in the picture next, comes an administrative geologist, 
and then you have the breakdown of the divisions, the Chief of the 
Water Resources Division, the Chief of the Topographic Division, and 
the Chief of the Conservation Division. 

Now, I did not carry all of these agencies out because I did not have 
room. 

Coming over here to the Director of the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment you have a special assistant to the Director and then five 
divisions broken down under that. The same is true of the National 
Park Service; the same of the Office of Territories; the same with 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and so on. so that we find at this de- 
partmental level the Director, along with all of the others, of the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Mr. Totterson. Mr. Chairman, could ] interrupt? 

Is that the level at which the bureaus, if we want to use that term, 
exist? 

Mr. Gutermutn. Yes. The names varv. Some of them are 
bureaus. Some of them are administrations. ‘There is no uniformity 
in the use of those names, but it is here that we have the Bureau level. 
This is the level of the Bureau or agencies. 

Now, in the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, coming down 
through this line of authority, Mr. D’Ewart in Public Land Manage- 
ment has these large agencies, the largest number of all. He has the 
Fish and Wildlife Service, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the Bureau 
of Land Management, the Office of ‘Territories reaching way out into 
Samoa and Guam, and so on, the Virgin Islands, up into Alaska, and 
elsewhere; and the National Park Service. 

One of these five Bureaus is this Fish and Wildlife Service, not 
large by comparison to the Bureau of Reclamation or one of the 
other large ones that we may have in Government, but a sizable 
organization at this level. Below that you have an associate director, 
and then you have the two branches, an Assistant Director of Fish- 
eries, an Assistant Director of Wildlife, and that is broken down into 
divisions: The Division of Fisheries: the Division of Wildlife; and 
then you have the administrative divisions: for example, the Division 
of Information, Division of Technical Services. and the Division of 
Administrative Staff Services. 

Under those divisions come these agencies that Mr. Stroud 
mentioned previously such as Federal Aid, River Basin Studies, 








230 NATIONAL POLICY FOR COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 


that cut across lines; the Division of Information; many of whose 
activities we feel cannot in any sense of the word be separated. There 
is no way of separation. The Division of Federal Aid is an example. 

While we do have Dingell-Johnson Federal aid for fisheries, and 
a Pitman-Robinson program for game, you find that in the develop- 
ment program and the work with the States you have an interrelation 
there that just cannot be separated. All of the State fish and game 
departments have sport fishing, or perhaps I had better say “that 
all of the sport fishing and all of the game resource management in 
this country, except in Pennsylvania, are all administered on the 
State level by one department. We do have a few States where 
commercial fisheries is separate but, as the statement stated, the 
trend is more or less toward one department. 

Now, I have made a cut here. This looks like one of those Rube 
Goldberg things. I am going to put it over this chart to try to show 
what would happen under this particular bill, Mr. Bonner’s bill. 

We come up here and establish an Undersecretary way up at this 
top level above the Assistant Secretaries. Then we drop down here 
and you have a Director for Fisheries and a Director for Wildlife. 
Now, under the Department of the Interior setup, putting two di- 
rectors at that level can end in only one thing, gentlemen, two 
separate departments. There is no getting away from it. The 
entire Department of the Interior is operated on that basis, and that 
is the way it will be. 

You will come down here with assistant directors and a bunch of 
branches and agencies under it for fisheries, and you will come down 
here with an assistant director and a bunch of branches for wildlife. 
In the middle, unattached, and we do not know where they would go, 
would be the Federal aid programs, the Office of River Basin Studies, 
the game management and ek iforcement programs, and the regional 
offices. Where will they go? We have those regional offices now, 
six of them, dealing with both fish and game, and ‘what are we going 
to do? Will we set up six more regional offices or where will we go 
with that kind of program? So much for that. 

You gentlemen are looking for a solution and, as we have stated 
repeatedly, our -whole effort has been to evaluate the work in this 
program. In the statement we have stated that we will go along, 
of course, with putting this program up at the Under Secretary level. 
On the other hand, if that were done, let me show again what would 
happen. Fish and Wildlife would start at, the Under Secretary level, 
and would bypass the Assistant Secretaries all the way across the 
board. Now, gentlemen, we want to evaluate fish and wildlife, but 
we want to end up with a workable program. We do not want to 
end up with a monstrosity in the Department of the Interior, because 
heavens knows what we will get. 

Now, I am going to tear this sheet off of here and show you what | 
think should be done if anything: that we should set up an Assistant 
Secretary for Fisheries and W ildlife at this Assistant Secretary level 
which will give this program sub-Cabinet status; that we should do 
the same thing that is done with all the other agencies across the 
organizational chart, and have a special assistant to the Assistant 
Secretary, strike out this line and take this responsibility for this 
program away from the overloaded Assistant Secretary of the Bureau 
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of Land Management; wipe out the line of authority here and you 
will have an Assistant Secre tary in charge of Fisheries and Wildlife 
with a special assistant, you will have a Director for Fish and Wildlife; 
you will have an Associate Direc ‘tor and, if the bill calls for 2 Assistant 
Directors for Fisheries and 2 assistants for Wildlife, a heavens 
knows they need them, a it 2 and go down with your structure 
and, when you end up, you will have something that is consistent 
with the operational pattern of the Department of the Interior. You 
will have accomplished the objectives and you will keep this program 
unified and coordinated the way we think that it must be, and I think 
that you will end up, if Congress will provide adequate appropriations, 
with the kind of a thing that everyone wants, and that is a stronger, 
better, higher level approach to all of our problems. 

I do not think that this kind of organization should be considered 
by this committee, gentlemen, because, the way the Department of 
the Interior operates, if you put a director at this level, along with 
all the others, a director for fisheries and wildlife, will automatically 
find himself worked into a departmental program, but if you divide 
it right down the middle, heavens knows where these interrelated 
things could go under that kind of a program, except to be done by 
costly duplication. 

I do not know whether I have made this clear, but 1 would be glad 
to answer any questions that anyone might have. 

At this point, Mr. Stroud, I think that we should ask permission to 
enter into the record and to give to the members of the committee 
this news release that was put out by these conservation organizations 
in a press conference on June 6. 

Mr. Stroup. Gentlemen, this will serve as an extension of our 
remarks, with your permission. 

Mr. Kuuczynski. Just a moment, Mr. Stroud. 

Mr. Stroup. This about completes our testimony, sir. 

Mr. Kiuczynski. What is the pleasure of the committee on putting 
this into the record? 

Without objection, so ordered. 

(The document referred to was subsequently withdrawn.) 

Mr. Stroup. Thank you very much, sir, for this privilege. 

On behalf of the organizations and their representatives who concur 
in this statement, and who are listed here, I wish to thank you for 
this opportunity to make our views known on what we regard as a 
national crisis in the administration of these vital renewable natural 
resources. That concludes our testimony. 

Mr. Kiuczynski. We want to thank you, Mr. Stroud, for the 
wonderful way in which you have explained everything, and the same 
thing with Mr. Gutermuth, the artist who worked all night. I would 
like you to have as your competitor there, Mr. Dingell. He is quite an 
artist too, but he would have the pictures on of the Secretary’s assist- 
ants. You did not get down to the privates yet. 

Mr. Stroup. We could have improved this, sir, if we had had 
profiles. 

Mr. Kiuczynskri. Thank you. Are there questions? 

Mr. Seely-Brown? 

Mr. Seety-Brown. Mr. Gutermuth, am I correct in understanding 
that that revised chart as you have it now in red would be the Bonner 
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bill as amended, according to the recommendations you have pre- 
sented; is that correct? 

Mr. GutermutuH. Yes. 

Mr. Seety-Brown. That would be the organizational setup if the 
committee decided to accept the amendments which you have offered? 

Mr. Gurermutn. That is right, Mr. Seely-Brown. The only 
thing that I think that it ac tually does differently than what the bill 
calls for is that it drops this sub-Cabinet level down from Under- 
secretary to Assistant Secretary, which is uniform across through the 
Department of the Interior. We think that it is absolutely necessary 
and essential. The Undersecretary, gentlemen, is what you might call 
a Vice Secretary. He is the man who serves in the absence of the 
Secretary. He is like a vice chairman, and his administrative responsi- 
bility functions are all on this level, and we think that it should be 
there, so that that is one change from the bill. The other change, and 
these are the only 2 proposed changes in the bill, is that you have a 
Director of Fish and Wildlife, and then, as the bill calls for, 2 assistant 
directors for fisheries and 2 assistant directors for wildlife, or whatever 
number you want to establish. 

Now, this is true all the way through, gentlemen. I mentioned that 
here is an Assistant to the Secretary. In all of these agencies across 
Interior, there are all kinds of special assistants to the directors arid to 
the secretaries and the under secretaries, and the assistant secretaries, 
and so on, and it is utterly impossible to reflect all of those responsible 
positions in here. I just wanted to explain why they have been left 
out. 

Mr. Totierson. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Seety-Brown. Yes. 

Mr. Totterson. You spoke of two assistant directors for fisheries 
and two assistant directors for wildlife. As far as your chart is con- 
cerned, that could be one assistant director for fisheries and one 
assistant director for wildlife. 

Mr. Gurermutnu. Our amendment and our recommendation is for 
one assistant director at this level and one at this level, because we 
think they are overall line authority people, they are to coordinate all 
effort. However, the bill calls for two assistant directors and the 
point that I was trying to make is that there is a tremendous workload 
and a tremendous responsibility on all of these people. The fisheries 
program is so far reaching in its aspects that I can see where they 
might, on this assistant director level, divide the responsibility going 
down there for fisheries, and the same for wildlife. 

On the other hand, if vou follow the ordinary organizational pat- 
tern, you would have a Director for the Fish and ‘Wildlife Servic e, 
an Associate Director, an Assistant Director for Fisheries, an Assist- 
ant director for Wildlife, and the breakdown would come at the next 
level. 

Mr. Toututerson. That is all. 

Mr. Kiuczynskr. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes. 

Mr. Kuvueczynskt. Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Stroud, I think, as far as I can remember, that 
this is your first appearance before this committee. 

Mr. Srrovup. That is correct, sir. 
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Mr. ALLEN. I would suggest, therefore, that you give some of your 
own background, and a little information concerning the organization 
you represent. 

Mr. Stroup. I would be delighted to, sir. I am a professional 
fishery conservationist and biologist by training, sir. I hold several 
degrees in fisheries in recognized universities. I have had experience 
in the Tennessee Valley Authority fishery program on those important 
impoundments there. I have had some experience in Canada. 

I served most recently before this assignment as chief fishery bi- 
ologist for the State of Massachusetts where I deve ‘loped the fisheries 
research and management program for the inland division of fisheries 
and game. I have been with the Sport Fishing Institute for three and 
a half years, the first 2 years as assistant executive vice president and 
for the past year and a half as executive vice president. 

The Sport Fishing Institute is a nonprofit organization membership 
group which is financed largely by the fishing-tackle industry, boats 
and motor industries, and individuals who are concerned on conserva- 
tion problems. 

(See article About the Sport Fishing Institute on p. 206.) 

Mr. ALLEN. Could you give us an idea of the number of members 
in the institute? 

Mr. Stroup. Yes. We have a total of 392 if I am correct on that. 
That changes frequently. We are adding that up right now for our 
annual meeting, and there are 125 fishing-tackle manufacturers repre- 
sented among them and 110 other manufacturers of outboard motors, 
chemicals, metal, and paper products. 

Mr. AuuEN. It is an industry organization rather than an organiza- 
tion of individuals? 

Mr. Stroup. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Auten. How are the policy statements cleared with the mem- 
bership? 

Mr. Srroup. We have a board of directors which has complete 
authority to develop policy for the membership. We have an annual 
meeting and a semiannual meeting at which time regular reports are 
given to the membership, and all matters pertaining to the business 
organization are voted upon at those meetings. 

Mr. ALLEN. What would be an approximate average budget for 
the year? 

Mr. Stroup. Something under $100,000, sir. 

Mr. Auuen. Has this statement been cleared with the directors 
or the membership, or both? 

Mr. Srroup. | have authority to act on behalf of the board of 
directors in my best judgment because they have employed me on 
the basis of my experience and training to take such actions as I see 
fit with respect to conservation issues as they arise. I have that 
authority. 

Mr. ALLEN. Your statement, I presume, would approximate your 
belief as to what their thoughts are, as well as your own? 

Mr. Stroup. Yes, sir. We also have quarterly meetings of our 
executive committee which is comprised of the officers of the Institute, 
at which a complete review of activities is presented and gone over 
at all times. 

Mr. ALLEN. On page 6 of your statement in the middle of the page, 
you make the recommendation that there should be a joint fish and 
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wildlife bureau within the Department of the Interior under an office 
of Under Secretary administered by a single director with two assistant 
directors. 

Mr. Stroup. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ALLEN. It is not clear to me where you would have any greater 
coordination by having an under secretary in charge of an entire 
operation with 2 directors as against an under secretary with 
director and 2 assistant directors. It would seem to me that you 
interpose 1 official between 2 and a single official without changing 
the coordination ultimately under either system. 

Mr. Stroup. We defer on the terminology that has been used here. 
I believe Mr. Gutermuth has used the word ‘under secretary” in his 
explanation, and I would like to rest my answer on his remarks. 

Mr. Gutermuts. Mr, Allen, actually I do not think we are quite 
sure yet. All of us, in discussing this, had some question in our minds 
as to whether this was not a ty pographic al error or a misunderstanding 
in the selection of titles in the bill. I mean that the suggestion was 
so strange to us that we more or less assumed that there was a mistake 
in that title because in no branch of the Federal Government that I 
know of do they have anything that bypasses the assistant secretary 
and goes way up through to Undersecretary status; and we more or 
less assumed that, where they used the term, “under secretary,’ in 
the bill that actually what was meant was Assistant Secretary, be- 
cause that is the level upon which all of these responsible functions 
are carried out in the organizational setup. Therefore, in our state- 
ment, when we inserted the words “under secretary,’’ we did so only 
because you had it in the bill. 

We appreciate the splendid effort that Mr. Bonner has made to 
try to come up with the right kind of an operational pattern here. 
We wanted to make the least number of changes that we would actu- 
ally have to make in this bill to accomplish these things that he in- 
tended, and when he said ‘‘under secretary”’ we left that in our state- 
ment as “under secretary,” but, as I tried to explain in our organiza- 
tional chart here, we actually think that this belongs at this line of 
authority here—assistant secretary. 

Mr. Srroup. We did make a correction, sir, in the specific amend- 
ments that we have submitted. 

Mr. ALLEN. If it is the purpose of the bill and of the committee to 
elevate the handling of fisheries and wildlife to a rather high position 
in the Cabinet or sub-Cabinet level, and there is only one pill for the 
Under Secretary involved to administer, it would be true, would it 
not, that the other officials, the Assistant Secretary and the special 
assistant to the assistant, and the directors would be somewhat 
superfluous in that smaller area of responsibility, smaller insofar as 
number of functions is concerned? 

Mr. Srroup. This has so many various aspects of research and 
management and development that we can conceive where it might be 
necessary to have these additional personnel. 

Mr. Atuen. Is it not true that even under your proposal all of those 
functions would be below the level at which you divide the authority? 

Mr. Gutermutn. If [ may answer that, Mr. Allen, this organiza- 
tional pattern as I tried to explain runs so uniform through not only 
the Department of the Interior but all branches of Government that, 
when you find an activity called as it is here a Commissioner or an 
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Administrator or a Director, running uniformly across through the 
organizational pattern, the breakdown into separate departments 
comes at this level. 

Now, as to any piece of legislation that was drafted and handed to 
the Department of the Interior to carry out, the only thing that they 
could do would be to interpose this on their organizational pattern. 
Here would be a man who is a director of fisheries and another one a 
director of game. They would have to fit it in at this level and, when 
the breakdown came, it would be a breakdown into two separate 
departments under those directors. I do not see how it could be 
any other way. 

Answering your other question on this Undersecretary, as I ex- 
plained, we certainly would have no objection. We want to elevate 
Fish and Wildlife as high as we can elevate it and get the most we can 
get and, if 1t is the desire of this committee to put this up to the level 
of Undersecretary, we are all for it. There is one thing, we do think 
that it is highly essential and absolutely necessary that we do have 
a director down at this director level to hold this Department together 
because, without a director at this director level, the agency or work 
is going to find itself channeled into two separate agencies just as 
sure as we are here talking about it, and I don’t believe that this is 
the intent and the wish of this committee. 

Now, there may be a lot of people who would argue to the contrary, 
and it may be that language could be so drafied which would prevent 
the separation into two departments, but, in the absence of very 
strong, explicit directives on the part of the Congress, if it is sts ated 
that there will be a Director of Fisheries and a Director of Game, those 
directors will find themselves at this director level, and separate 
departments will result. 

Mr. ALLEN. The Under Secretary would obviously serve at the will 
and pleasure of the President. Will the same situation prevail as to 
the Director, or would he be within the classified service? 

Mr. GutrermutH. Oh, no. These directors are all appointed 
officials here. I don’t know just how to answer your question. 

Mr. Srroup. | think we might say at this point that in the Fish 
and Wildlife Service up to a few years ago it is my understanding 
that they were civil servants, but at the moment they are not. 

Mr. AuLEN. Is that an objective of the suggestion you made, that 
it should recreate a condition where the Director is civil service and 
practically permanent? 

Mr. Stroup. We think that would be highly desirable and would 
help create solidarity and a unified approach to this whole thing, and 
a continuity of policy would be more likely to follow. I believe that 
that is one of the elements which is being sought in this proposal. 

Mr. ToLtLerson. At this point, would the gentleman vield? 

What if you get a director in there who does not do a good job? 
How are you going to get rid of him? 

Mr. Srroup. That problem confronts every State and Federal 
agency, sir. I think it is best to get the best man possible. Some- 
times mistakes are made and you can suffer with them or go through 
the due process of removal. 

Mr. Totuerson. If you get a director with civil service status, 
there is no way to remove him, is there? 

Mr. Srroup. I think we should be extremely careful to select a 
capable person, but the person under civil service does have protection. 
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Mr. Touuerson. Is that a point on which you would fight to the 
death? 

Mr. Stroup. We speak mostly to what we believe are principles 
and try to keep out of the personality end. At least, speaking for 
myself, I think it is a fair statement that I speak for the other organi- 
zations represented here when I say that we did not and will not raise 
an issue on that point. 

Mr. Toutuerson. I have just one more question, if the gentlemen 
will yield again. 

As | understand from what you have said, the director level today 
is not civil-service status so far as you know? 

Mr. Srroup. So far as I know, that is correct. 

Mr. Gurermutu. Mr. Chairman, there have been such strong public 
statements made on the subject that I wonder if I may be permitted 
to comment on that subject? 

Mr. Kuuczynski. Yes. 

Mr. Gurermuru. It is true that there have been a lot of public 
statements made about the fact that the Director and the Assistant 
Directors have been taken out of civil service and have been classiiied 
as —well, the term may be used; political appointees. 

Now, the subject that brings up all the discussion and question 
is the matter of policy forming, and in this line of authority here, we 
think that the policy-forming level is above this point. All of the 
laws governing the fish and wildlife resources must be administered 
by the Secretary. All orders that are issued by the Secretary must 
have his approval, and so forth, so that the line of policymaking is 
above this level. 

Dr. Gabrielson, the former Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
and the former Director or Chief of the United States Biological 
Survey before that, made the statement that during the years that 
he was in there he did not regard himself as a policy-forming official ; 
that he was a civil servant for all those many years that be served in 
both of those capacities. 

Now, answering your question, Mr. Tollefson, about the difficulty 
of removing those people, history answers that. Former Directors 
and Assistant Directors were replaced. 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Stroud, I notice the press release contains pointed 
remarks. 

[t seems to me that some 50 bills have been introduced by my col- 
leagues in the House, and it occurred to me that you might not like to 
have that statement characterizing all of these good “colleagues of 
mine appear in this record. I would suggest that you withdraw it. 

Mr. Stroup. We will accept that suggestion, sir. 

Mr. Auten. Thank vou, sir. 

Mr. Kuuczynsxi. Mr. Tollefson. 

Mr. Toutuerson. I think I have one point that should be brought 
out further. As set forth in your statement, vou had some concern 
about the policy statement because it omits reference to recreational 
prac tices or polici les. 

Mr. Stroup. Yes. 

Mr. Touuerson. In other words, vou would like to see the policy 
include some reference to your activity. 
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Mr. Stroup. Yes. We think that that is very vital if we are to 
have the full bac ‘king and support of the multitudes of sportsmen who 
are most closely concerned with that thing, and on which they depend 
for their outdoor recreation. The resources which produce that 
recreation we think should be accorded their due recognition in that 
statement. 

Mr. Touuerson. Thank you. 

Mr. DiInGELL (presiding). I want to compliment the witness on a 
very splendid job. I also want to compliment Mr. Gutermuth. 

Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Bonner. I would like to ask a question. 

Mr. Dinceuu. Mr. Bonner. 

Mr. Bonner. | am very much interested in this. Would the pro- 
gram that you have outlined satisfy the point that has been raised 
of having the proper status in international conferences? 

Mr. GutrermutH. Yes, I think it would. 

Mr. Bonner. All right, sir. Then would your program entirely 
remove the functions of this agency from other agencies in Interior? 

Mr. Gurermuru. No, not at all. It would coordinate them. It 
would merely elevate Fish and Wildlife Service so that, at the Assistant 
Secretary level where all of the major decisions and policies and activi- 
ties of all of these important functions of the Department are deter- 
mined, it would put both Fish and Wildlife in there with a full-fledged 
representative. 

Mr. Bonner. Let me make myself clear. We have found else- 
where that other agencies were conducting administrative matters 
about which the Fish and Wildlife Service knew nothing. Would 
your program remedy that situation? 

Mr. Gutermutn. I think it would help it decidedly, Mr. Bonner, 
for this reason: the conflicts to which you refer have been with the 
Bureau of Land Management, and this would put a representative 
of Fish and Wildlife up on a level where he would be discussing on 
equal terms with the head of this other agency the activities in 
question. I think it would help decidedly. 

Mr. Bonner. Now, there was one other thing as to the Director. 
It has'been said that the Director was called to so many conferences 
both with respect to game fish, commercial fish, and wildlife, and so 
forth, that he practically did not have any opportunity to stay here 
in Washington and run the agency. How will your program relieve 
him? 

Mr. GutrermutH. Mr. Bonner, | think that is a problem of not only 
all of these gentlemen but it certainly is a problem of myself and all 
the rest. We are constantly and continuously turning down invita- 
tions. We attend as many things as we can. There is only one way 
we can solve it and that is to have a good setup under these Directo’s 
and Assistant Secretaries, so that the functions will be conducted 
when it is necessary for him to really go to meetings. 

Mr. Bonner. Well, do you recognize that as an imperfection in the 
present setup? 

Mr. Gurermutn. | beg your pardon, sir. 
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Mr. Bonner. Do you recognize that as an imperfection in the pres- 
ent setup that the Director is called on so much to go afield that he is 
not here to actually attend to the business of the « agency? 

Mr. GurermutH. That is right. That is the reason I said that we 
certainly would go along with the idea in the bill that they have two 
Assistant Secretaries, or call them what you will. The more people 
we could have at this level the freer the Director would be to attend 
those special functions. 

Mr. Bonner. That is all. 

Mr. Toututerson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. DinGELL. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Totierson. I think you made two answers which were not 
entirely in keeping with your chart. Mr. Bonner asked if, under your 
proposal, the Fish and Wildlife would be separated from the other 
agencies. Actually you take the Fish and Wildlife functions entirely 
out en under the Bureau of Land Management, do you not? 

Mr. GutermutuH. They never have been under the Bureau of Land 
Management. They have been under the Assistant Secretary for 
Public Land Management. 

Mr. Totierson. You are taking this Fish and Wildlife out of that 
Assistant Secretary entirely? 

Mr. GurermutH. What you have, Mr. Tollefson, is this, under our 
present setup now: You have a Director at this level and he is on a 
par with this man. Then the one man up here, who has all of this 
dual responsibility is trying to coordinate all of these activities and 
the disputes have to come back through him and up to this point. 

Mr. Totuterson. That is now? 

Mr. Gurermutu. Now, yes. We are proposing to put a Fish and 
Wildlife man not at this level with the Bureau of Land Management, 
and all these others, but to put this man representing the Fish and 
Wildlife up with the Assistant Secretary level. 

Mr. Totierson. All of his functions under your proposal will be 
taken away entirely from Mr. D’Ewart’s department? 

Mr. Gurermutu. Yes, and I think he would welcome that. 

Mr. Totterson. Then there is one other point which I think is 
very important, because we have mentioned it many times. Mr. 

Sonner made reference to the fact that the Director was called higher 
and yon so much. It seems to me that with an Assistant Secretary 
for Fish and Wildlife he would be invited hereafter and the Director 
could stay on the job. 

Mr. Gurermura. That could be. 

Mr. Totuerson. That is all. 

Mr. Dinceuu. Are there further questions? 

I want to compliment the witnesses again. 

Mr. Stroup. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Dinceti. We will call our next witness, Mr. D’Ewart, Assistant 
Secretary of the Interior. 

Do you have anyone you would like to have sit beside you? 
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STATEMENT OF WESLEY A. D’EWART, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
(PUBLIC LAND MANAGEMENT), DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR; AND A. W. ANDERSON, CHIEF, BRANCH OF COM- 
MERCIAL FISHERIES, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE; AND PAUL 
E. THOMPSON, ASSISTANT CHIEF, BRANCH OF FISHERY BI- 


OLOGY, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR 


Mr. D’Ewarrt. I have with me Mr. Anderson, who is thoroughly 
familiar with the services of the Department. I also have with me 
the director from Alaska, who is thoroughly familiar with the area 
where we have divided the management of wildlife and fisheries as 
proposed in these bills. 

Mr. DincEtu. Will you give the names of your assistants. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. A. W. Anderson, Chief, Branch of Commercial 
Fisheries, Fish and Wildlife Service; and Paul E. Thompson, Assistant 
Chief, Branch of Fishery Biology, Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Mr. Chairman, I am Wesley A. D’Ewart, Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior. I appear here today in the position of trying to resolve 
a number of different problems that will give more recognition to the 
commercial fishery industry of this country. 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear again before your com- 
mittee to discuss legislation designed to solve many of the problems 
now confronting our commercial fishing industry, and to better 
administer our other fish and wildlife resources. 

in my previous appearances before your committee I expressed 
the views of the Department of the Interior on a number of bills 


proposing various solutions to the difficulties that beset the com- 
mercial fishing industry. Among these proposals were a plan to 


create, among other things, a new Assistant Secretary of the Interior 
in charge of commercial fisheries; a measure to establish a fisheries 
commission within the Department; and the suggestion for transfer of 
commercial fisheries functions from the Department of the Interior 
to the Department of Commerce. 

The Department of the Interior was in agreement with the general 
intent and goals of these and other proposals. However, we recom- 
mended against enactment of each specific bili on which our views 
were invited because they contained certain features which we felt 
would tend to limit their effectiveness. 

Today we are here to discuss a new bill, H. R. 11570, introduced 
by Mr. Bonner as chairman of this committee. Before submitting 
my views on this bill, on which the Department has not vet reported, 


' 


[ would like to compliment Chairman Bonner and the members of 
this committee on their intense and constructive interest in the 
plight of the commercial fishing industry. To have the benefit of 
this committee’s knowledge and experience is especially gratifying 
to the Department of the Interior for, as you know, most of the 
Federal activities that pertain to commercia! fishing are the responsi- 
bility of the Department of the Interior. Il am confident that from 
Mr. Bonner’s proposal and from those that have been submitted 
previously a sound, workable approach can be formulated. 

The purpose of H. R. 11570 is stated as: 
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To establish a sound and comprehensive national policy with respect to fisheries 
and wildlife; to strengthen the fisheries and wildlife segments of the national econ- 
omy; to create and establish within the Department of the Interior the office of 
Under Secretary of Fisheries and Wildlife, a Fisheries Service and a Wildlife 
Service; and for other purposes. 

I have studied this bill carefully and in it find many features with 
which I am in accord. In section 2, for example, I am happy to see 
clearly spelled out provisions for research services for economic and 
technological development and resource conservation. During the 
past several months I have attended a number of meetings at which 
fishery problems were discussed. In New England, in Florida, and 
on the west coast it was the consensus of representatives of all seg- 
ments of the fishing industry that a stepped-up program of research 
would go a long way toward easing the pressure of adverse economic 
conditions. 

\lso in section 2 of this bill are provisions for services to provide 
current information on production and trade, market promotion and 
development as well as a provision for resource management that would 
assure Maximum sustainable production for the fisheries. These are 
provisions which I am sure should be included in any comprehensive 
fisheries program. Sections 5 and 9 of H. R. 11570 provide for the 
concentration of all fisherv responsibilities under the Secretary of the 
Interior by transferring to him the administrative and policy functions 
of other departments or agencies which relate primarily to the develop- 
ment, advancement, management, conservation, and protection of 
fisheries and wildlife. Such transfers are to be made in accordance 
with the determination of the Director of the Bureau of the Budget; 
and an exception is provided for the Department of State in regard 
to international agreements and conventions, and with respect to 
international fishery commissions. 

The concentration of all administrative and policy functions, 
relating to fisheries, to the Department of the Interior, as provided 
in these sections is in the interest of the most effective operation in 
the field of fisheries and the avoidance of duplicated effort. Approval 
by the Director of the Bureau of the Budget insured that the fullest 
consideration will be given to such transfers. 

Policy and administrative functions now are scattered among 
several departments and agencies. For example, the Agricultural 
Research and Marketing Act of 1946 defines ‘“‘agricultural’”’ products 
to include ‘fishery products.”” Because of this the Department of 
Agriculture is in a position to duplicate practically all of the fishery 
research and services of the Department of the Interior, and, in addi- 
tion, can conduct some additional fishery activities. Transfer of these 
funetions would centralize responsibility and also permit the Depart- 
ment of the Interior to delegate back to the Department of Agriculture 
those fishery functions, such as inspection and certification of fishery 
products, which it could conduct most efficiently. 

The Public Health Service exercises certain functions with regard 
to shellfish; the Food and Drug Administration conducts fishery 
inspection activities under a seafood amendment to its basic legisla- 
tion; the Army engineers collect data on the catch of fishing vessels; 
and the Department of Commerce collects statistical data on fish 
production and is concerned with the marketing of fishery products in 
domestic and foreign markets. 
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Sections 5 and 9 are appropriate in that they permit a review of a 
situation which needs some correction. They also provide for an 
orderly means of transferring those fishery functions which should 
be centralized in the Department of the Interior, and for a redelegation 
of that portion of a fishery activity which might be carried on more 
effectively in another agency because of similar important activities 
in an allied field. 

These features of the bill which I have discussed briefly, along with 
others which I have not touched upon, would be valuable contribu- 
tions to the type of program which is so obviously needed. 

However, after a very careful analysis of the’entire text of H. R. 
11570, I cannot agree that this bill will, by itself, do the job that has 
to be done. The bill attacks the problem along several desirable 
avenues but I do not believe that it strikes at the heart of the matter. 

For one thing, this legislation calls for the establishment within the 
Department of the Interior of an Office of the Under Secretary of 
Fisheries and Wildlife. It is the feeling of the Department that such 
a move is neither necessary nor compatible with the traditional 
organization. An Under Secretary normally performs certain func- 
tions delegated by the Secretary and in the absence of the Secretary 
is empowered to act in his behalf. It would seem that the creation 
of an Office of Under Secretary of Fisheries and Wildlife would unduly 
complicate organizational and administrative procedures without per- 
forming any additional duties which cannot be adequately executed 
by existing secretarial officers. 

I would like to offer two additional general observations of H. R. 
11570. These are what might be termed errors of omission, rather 
than commission. First, the bill makes no mention of the extension 
of the Saltonstall-Kennedy Act, one of the most constructive pieces 
of legislation pertaining to the commercial fishing industry that 
Congress has ever enacted. Secondly, there is no provision in the 
bill for a fisheries loan fund, something sorely needed by the industry. 

I believe that any legislation upon whic h we must rely to help the 
commercial fishing industry regain its rightful place in our American 
economy must include both a loan fund and an extension of the 
Saltonstall-Kennedy Act. 

With this in mind, the administration has prepared, and has sub- 
mitted to the Speaker of the House and to the President of the Senate, 
a proposed bill to encourage the development, marketing, and distribu- 
tion of domestic fishery resources of the United States, and for other 
purposes. 

This proposed bill includes a number of the features of the bill we 
have under discussion today. In addition, it includes a provision for 
a fisheries loan fund and a provision for remova! of the $3 million 
limitation on the Saltonstall-Kennedy Act as well as an extension of 
that act. If differs from H. R. 11570 in a third major aspect in that 
it does not provide for the establishment of any new secretaria! office 
at the Department of the Jnterior. As you no doubt know the White 
House already has issued a directive ordering the reorganization of 
the Fish and Wildlife Service into a bureau of fisheries and a bureau of 
wildlife, each bureau of equal status and both under the jurisdiction 
of the Assistant Secretary of the Interior for Public Land Manage- 
ment. 
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I would like to explain briefly the function of the proposed fisheries 
loan fund and the necessity for extending and doing away with the 
limitation on the Saltonstall-Kennedy Act. 

The fisheries loan fund included in the administration’s proposed 
bill calls for initial capital of $10 million, which would operate as a 
revolving fund. The fund would be used to make loans for the 
maintenance, repair, and equipment of fishing vessels. Loans made 
from the fund would carry rates of interest of not less than 3 percent 
and could be made for periods of up to 10 years. This would be of 
tremendous benefit to commercial fishing vessel owners. 

A few minutes ago I mentioned the urgent need for additional 
funds for fisheries research. The administration’s proposed bill 
would meet this need by extending the proven benefits of the 
Saltonstall-Kennedy act, which is scheduled to expire next year, and 
remove the ceiling of $3 million on the transfer to the Department of 
the Interior of certain funds from the Department of Agriculture 
under section 32 of the act of August 24, 1935. 

Before closing, may I say for myself and for the Department that no 
problem is receiving more careful consideration at Interior than the 
one with which the commercial fishing industry is faced. At the same 
time our wildlife resources need, and will continue to get, all the 
constructive attention it is within our power to give. We believe that 
the enhancement of both fishery resources and wildlife resources will 
result from the creation of two bureaus, of equal status and clearly 
defined responsibilities. 

Much study and exploration has been done to lay the groundwork 
for achieving this goal. We know that to actually reach it much is left 
to be done. The De partment stands ready to work with your com- 
mittee toward this end. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my statement. 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Dineext. Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Auten. Mr. D’Ewart, could you or someone give us the 
result of your experience in Alaska in carrying on the activity which, 
as I understand, is under an organization dividing the fisheries and 
the wildlife activities? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. We have with us our director of fisheries in Alaska 
for that very purpose, Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Tuompson. Mr. Allen, until about a year ago the fish and 
wildlife work in Alaska was administered as a sixth regional office, 
with 5 in the States and 1 in Alaska. A year ago when the Fish and 
Wildlife were separate under an Administrator for Wildlife and an 
Administrator for Alaska Commercial Fisheries, certain functions 
which have been referred to today were apportioned between the two 
administrators, so that river basin studies, for instance, which are 
largely concerned with the commercial fisheries in Alaska, were as- 
signed to the responsibility of the Administrator for Alaska Fisheries. 

The administration of gamefish laws in Alaska were assigned to the 
Administrator for Wildlife. 

As far as anyone can see, I think that it has been a workable 
arrangement. It has worked very well and without increased expense. 

Mr. Auten. Does the organization in effect put all of the fishery 
problems within one activity, or is there enough of a division so that 
it would not be correct to say that you have control of all of the 
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fisheries, both sport and commercial, in the actual working of the 
program? 

Mr. Tompson. I am not sure as to quite what you mean. Do 
you mean coordination between the two? 

Mr. Auten. No, I am not looking for comments on coordination 
as much as to learn whether there is, in a single agency for practical 
purposes, the administration of all the fishery interests? 

Mr. Tuompson. In a single agency, yes, within the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

Mr. AuLeNn. But not within the division or whatever it is called 
that has to do with commercial fisheries? 

Mr. Tuompson. That is true. The local arrangement is separate 
for commercial fisheries and game fish. 

Mr. ALLEN. Except as to the salmon fishery, I take it that the ad- 
ministration on land is by one agency, the W ildlife, and the administra- 
tion of the activities of the fishery at sea is by the commercial? 

Mr. Tuompson. That is true, the inland game fish. 

Mr. ALLEN. I am not sure whether that gives us the basis for judg- 
ing the prospects that we have in mind in this instance where wildlife 
and fisheries would be divided. 

Mr. Tuompson. The reason for that arrangement, Mr. Allen, was 
that the Alaska game law provides that the Alaska Game Commission 
administer the fresh water game fish resources of Alaska. 

Mr. Touuerson. That is in the Wildlife Section? 

Mr. THompson. Yes. 

Mr. DinGELL. Sir, you say that this situation in Alaska is working 
well. Am I correct? 

Mr. THompson. Yes. 

Mr. DinGceE.u. The situation you described is substantially what 
Mr. Gutermuth and Mr. Stroud have recommended to this committee? 
It is substantially identical, is it not, with their recommendation? 

Mr. Tuompson. Yes, I suppose there are points of similarity. 

Mr. DincEtt. In other words, they recommend to have it under 
one officer at the department level and then have a director and then 
have assistant directors in charge of the two separate agencies. Am 
I correct? 

Mr. THompson. Yes. There certainly are points of similarity. 

Mr. Dincetut. | beg your pardon, Mr. Tollefson. Were you 
through? 

Mr. To.uerson. I was through. I was interrupting somebody else. 

Mr. DinGELL. I guess I ought to apologize to Mr. Allen. 

The only thing else that concerns me is that you mentioned extension 
of the Saltonstall-Kennedy law. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Yes. 

Mr. Dince.tu. As | understand, that is a matter which has to go 
before the Ways and Means Committee because it is primarily a tax 
matter. Am I correct? 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Chairman, I think the law came out of this 
committee. 

Mr. Bonner. For the benefit of the committee, we considered that 
in this bill and we thought it would be better to take that up as a 
separate matter as to the extension of it. 

Mr. D’Ewart. I think you will agree that it does need extension 
and the limitation should come off. 
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Mr. Bonner. We considered that at the time we rewrote this 
proposal, and thought we would take that up separately. Of course, 
it would be easily included in here, but we thought it was of sufficient 
importance by itself. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I think we all agreed about what we should do 
with that particular feature. We think that taking the limitation off 
so that all the funds will be available will be a substantial help to 
research. At the present time they are limited to $3 million a year. 
By taking off the limitation, they would have approximately $4.5 
million a year. 

Mr. Totierson. The only limitation would be duties on imported 
fish? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. The amount of money collected on those certain 
imports under section 32. 

Mr. Dinceti. Mr. D’Ewart, does it occur to you to be a good thing 
for the administration to withhold this reorganization within the 
Department of the Interior until such time as this committee has com- 
pleted its study and bas been able to come out with positive legislative 
recommendations to the Congress? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. The Department proposes that the reorganization 
be on July 1 because that 1s the end of a fiscal vear and the beginning 
of a new fiscal year. That was the thinking behind it. It is much 
easier for your bookkeeping and accounting if we start any reorgani- 
zation at the beginning of a fiscal vear. 

Certainly any suggestions or any act that will come out of here will 
be carried out in the intent with which Congress passes it. 

Mr. Dincetu. The point I am making is would it not be a good 
idea for the Bureau to withhold this section that they propose to 
take administratively until such time as we have completed the study 
of this matter and have come out with legislation? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. We intend to work with your committee all the 
way. 

Mr. Dince.tt. What I want is a positive answer. Does it not 
appear better to wait until we have completed this legislation before 
you commence this action? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Let me say we have hardly had discussion of it as 
yet except as it pertains to this bill. 

Mr. Dince.u. The reason | am so interested in this, and I am sure 
that Mr. Bonner is concerned about this and I imagine that the other 
members of the committee are, is that yesterday I read in the paper 
a press release which stated that on July 1 there was going to be a 
reorganization. I am attempting to determine how that is going to 
be accomplished. No mention of legislation was made, the inference 
being in the press release, which you hold in your hand, that it was 
to be accomplished by Executive order. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. The President’s directing order contains two parts: 

First, the Department of the Interior officials will undertake immediately the 
necessary preliminary steps for the creation within the Department of a new 
Bureau with sole responsibility for Federal programs related to the fisheries * * * 

Secondly, the administration will request Congress to enact into law a com- 
prehensive commercial fisheries program * * * 

There are two steps. One supplements the other and one fits into 
the other. 
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Mr. DinGEtu. Does that mean that the administration proposes, 
prior to the conclusion of this hearing, to establish this Bureau of 
Fisheries? 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. The directive I have from the President is that 
by July 1 a new Bureau will be set up called the Bureau of Fisheries. 

Mr. DINGELL. So that, in effect, regardless of what this committee 
does, the administration proposes to set up a Bureau to do precisely 
what the administration wants? 

Mr. D’Ewart. The directive from the President directs us to set 
up a new Bureau by July 1. It does not mean that it will conflict in 
any way with what might happen here. It could be supplemental or 
helpful to what happens here. 

Mr. Dinee.u. Is the President aware of the fact that the Congress 
is holding hearings on this subject? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. It is not our intention to encroach on prerogatives 
of the Congress. I served here too long to do that. 

Mr. DinGEtu. I am sure that you are equally desirous, but I am 
wondering about the President. May we have some assurances from 
vou or from the Department of the Interior that nothing will be done 
until we have completed these hearings? 

Mr. Totuerson. Mr. Chairman, I would guess that the best answer 
is for us to vote on a bill before July 1. 

Mr. Dineeti. Mr. Bonner. 

Mr. Bonner. Of course, you realize, Mr. D’Ewart, more than 
anyone else that this is a very controversial matter. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Very true. 

Mr. Bonner. This committee has given a great deal of time not 
only in public hearings but in conferences with the senior members of 
the committee in endeavoring to do something here that will, to a 
degree, satisfy the various segments. Now, this morning we have a 
proposal that is along this line. It is a step, but it does not go as far 
as this. You have heard the proposal, have you not? 

Mr. D’Ewart. I am sorry. I had to appear before a Senate com- 
mittee this morning and did not get in until the completion of this 
presentation. I am very sorry I was not here earlier. 

Mr. Bonner. We have all agreed that you need a Secretary to di- 
rect. the functions of these subjects solely. We all agree on that, do 
we not? 

Mr. D’Ewart. I have heard that that is the position of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Bonner. I say, do we not all agree on that? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Well, the Department agrees or feels that a Bureau 
is the level that is needed for this. 

Mr. Bonner. The overwhelming preponderance of testimony here 
by all segments is that that needs to be done. I am led to believe that 
the committee feels that it should be done to give proper stature. 

Mr. D’Ewart. I know that the committee brought that out. 

Mr. Bonner. We get down to the place where we divide fish from 
fowl and that is what we are hinging on now. We have in this bill a 
provision for loans. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. In your bill? 
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Mr. Bonner. Yes; it isin here. It might not be spelled out to the 
degree that you w ould like to have it. It is on page 8 at the bottom 
of the page, with reference to the President: 

* * * he shall make such recommendations to the President and the Congress 


through the Secretary with respect to credit relief and other measures as he deems 
appropriate to aid in stabilizing the domestic fisheries * * * 


so that we touched on that matter there. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Yes. 

Mr. Bonner. If that is not spelled out clearly enough, we could 
add a few words. 

Mr. D’Ewart. It was our thinking in the Department that we did 
not want to enter into the making of these loans ourselves. 

Mr. Bonner. You speak of a revolving fund. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. It was our thinking that we would establish the 
policy, the criteria under which they would be established, and then 
we would use existing facilities like the Small Business Administration. 

Mr. Bonner. This would give you the directive and authority to 
do that. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes. It does not set up a $10 million revolving 
fund. We think we need that. 

Mr. Bonner. It would give you credit authority and a directive 
to do just what you said. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Yes. 

Mr. Bonner. Now then, the only thing we must decide among 
ourselves is whether or not to divide this agency between fish and 
fow!, and set up two Directors, or have one Director to coordinate 
both. 

Mr. D’Ewart. We have one now. 

Mr. Bonner. You have one now? 

Mr. D’Ewart. That is right. 

Mr. Bonner. It has generally been thought that things progress 
better step by step in making a great drastic change. Your recom- 
mendation is that we set up two Directors, or one Director? 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. Two Directors. 

Mr. Bonner. One for fish and one for fowl? 

Mr. D’Ewart. That is correct. 

Mr. Bonner. All right, That is all. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. I might say that that was the situation several 
years ago that there were two agencies. Then they were put together. 

Mr. Bonner. But even those two Directors are coordinated under 
the Under Secretary. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. The Assistant Secretary. 

Mr. Bonner. And the chain of authority would © come down 
through him with no interference from any other agency in Interior? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is correct. 

Mr. Bonner. Then there would never be another excuse in Fish 
and Wildlife that they did not know what somebody else was doing. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Well, I would hate to guarantee that. Sometimes 
the Assistant Secretary does not always know. 

Mr. Bonner. With that secretarial status there should not be. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. With a Bureau with 40,000 employees, although 
we try not to have that happen, it does occasionally happen. 

Mr. Bonner. It certainly would eliminate any possibility of that 
happening any more. 
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Mr. D’Ewarr. It would help. We try not to have it happen. 

Mr. Touierson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Dinceuu. Mr. Tollefson. 

Mr. TotueFrson. Mr. D’Ewart, in your statement you did not 
suggest either an Under Secretary or an Assistant Secretary. As a 
matter of fact, you would oppose or at least would question the 
advisability of establishing an Under Secretary. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. That is correct. 

Mr. Touuerson. That is because it would upset your setup. 
Without asking if an Assistant Secretary would be acceptable, would 
vou rather have an Assistant Se cretary than an Under Secretary if 
vou had your choice? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Well, under the organization in all departments, 
we do not, except in Defense possibly, have a multiplicity of Under 
Secretaries. The Under Secretary is, for all intents and purposes, 
the right hand of the Secretary and does not divide the functions of 
the Department. 

Mr. To.uieFson. So that, if you had a choice or could have one or 
the other you would take the Assistant Secretary? 

Mr. D’Ewart. It would be much more in accord with the organiza- 
tion by departments. 

Mr. Bonner. It would give strength to this agency, for which all 
the various parts have been asking. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I think that is correct. 

Mr. Dincetu. May I ask one more question, Mr. D’Ewart. The 
historical operation of the Fish and Wildlife Service, considered as a 
unit, has been very good in its conservation of the wildlife resources 
of this country. Am I correct, sir? 

Mr. D’Ewart. We have come a long way in the last few years in 
conservation of not only wildlife but other resources. 

Mr. Dincexu. The only complaint we hear about the operations 
of the Fish and Wildlife Service comes from the commercial fisheries. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Not 100 percent but 95 percent. 

Mr. DinceE.tu. So that we have to consider, in effect, others than 
just the commercial fishermen themselves. I want to say that I know 
what you are referring to. 

Are there further questions? Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Autien. There is just one further question on this Assistant 
Secretary problem. Would the appointment of an Assistant Secretary 
for the fish and wildlife field embarrass the present organization in any 
way? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. No; I do not think so. 

Mr. ALLEN. It is merely a matter of policy as to how much recog- 
nition should be given to this field. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I do not think it is a matter of recognition. A 
bureau head is a very powerful figure under our organization. We 
have the Bureau of Mines, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Bureau of 
Land Management, and several bureaus, and they are very strong, 
very powerful. It simply puts into a bureau the functions that have 
to do with that particular line of work. Mines and oil are in one. 
Reclamation and power are in another. They are a coordination of 
activities put into a bureau, and then we pick a director or a commis- 
sioner of that bureau and that is the ordinary organization of our 
governmental departments. 
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Mr. Auten. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Dinceiu. Mr. Bonner. 

Mr. Bonner. I have no questions. 

Mr. Dineeuu. Mr. Tollefson. 

Mr. Totuterson. I have no questions. 

Mr. Dince.u. Counsel? 

Mr. Zinke. I have no questions. 

Mr. Dince.ti. Thank you, Mr. D’Ewart. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. If the chairman would like, I have the President’s 
directive. Would you like to put that in the record at this point? 

Mr. Bonner. No, sir. 


Mr. Dince.u. I would certainly like to have that explained to me 
in private. 


(Statement of Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission 
follows:) 


ATLANTIC STATES MARINE FISHERIES COMMISSION, 
Mount Vernon, N. Y., June 7, 19586. 
Re: H. R. 11570 
Hon. HeERrRERT C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Bonner: The Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission as the 
official agency of the States of this coast feels that it should take no part in any 
consideration of administrative organization within the National Government 
However, it must be concerned with Federa! legislation that may affect or impede 
State administration of the fisheries. 

The commission agrees that it is not the intent of H. R. 11570 to establish 
Federal regulation of the fisheries, or to delegate any powers in this regard to the 
Secretary of the Interior beyond those now contained in Federal law. However. 
despite this clear intent, we are concerned lest some of the language in this bill 
be misinterpreted as meaning that Congress intends to delegate broad regulatory 
powers to the Secretary. 

There are phrases in this bill which taken by themselves might create such a 
false impression. The declaration of policy includes the phrase: ‘‘that this act 
shall be administered with due regard to the inherent right of every citizen and 
resident of the United States to engage in fishing for his own pleasure, enjoyment, 
and betterment, * * * implying that measures taken under powers conferred by 
the act might interfere with fishmg operations although the bill does not specific- 
ally delegate any such powers. The language in section 6 stating that, ‘“‘It shall 
be the responsibility of the Under Secretary of Fish and Wildlife to formulate all 
policies necessary in the administration by the Department of the Interior, * * * 
of laws relating to fisheries * * *,” followed immediately by the direction that 
“The Under Secretary shall also * * * (1) develop and recommend measures 
which are appropriate to assure the maximum sustainable production of fish and 
fishery products and to prevent unnecessary and excessive fluctuations in such 
production;” and later by the direction of ‘‘(4) take such steps as may be required 
for the development, advancement, management, conservation, and protection of 
the fisheries; might lead to such misinterpretation even in the light of the intent 
of Congress and the language of section 10. 

We urge that the intent of Congress be made as clear as possible to avoid any 
confusion that might impair administration of the fisheries. The general purposes 
of this bill would be made much clearer if the duties imposed upon the Under 
Secretary under section 6 (1) to “develop and recommend measures which are 
appropriate to assure the maximum sustainable production of fish and fish prod- 
ucts and to prevent unnecessary and excessive fluctuations in such production” 
specifically included the coastal States as among those to whom such recom- 
mendations should be presented. In fact, such a requirement is most desirable 
from an administrative point of view. We, therefore, urge that the words: ‘‘the 
coastal States’ be inserted in the following places: 

(1) Page 6, line 2, after the word: ‘‘Congress’’. 

(2) Page 10, line 15, at the beginning. 
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To eliminate any possibility of misunderstanding the Commission strongly urges 
that the intent of Congress be made clear either by inclusion of the following 
language in section 10 of the bill or its inclusion in the report of the committee: 

“Tt is not the intent of this bill to grant any regulatory power to the Secretary 
of the Interior with respect to conservation regulation of fishing operations except 
as to fisheries of United States Territories and possessions and such other authori- 
zation as may be contained in existing Federal law.” 

Respectfully submitted by order of the chairman. 


WayNE D. HEYDECKER, 
Secretary- Treasurer. 


JUNE 7, 1956. 
Hon. HERBERT C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Bonner: Reference is made to your bill, H. R. 11570, to establish 
a sound and comprehensive national policy with respect to fisheries and wildlife; 
to strengthen the fisheries and wildlife segments of the national economy; to 
create and establish within the Department of the Interior the Office of Under 
Secretary of Fisheries and Wildlife, a Fisheries Service and a Wildlife Service; 
and for other purposes. This letter is also written in connection with other 
bills on the general subject of fisheries pending before your committee, such as 
S. 3275 and H. R. 11309, the latter sponsored by Congressman Magnuson. 

All three measures carry at their end a section headed “‘The Rights of States.”’ 
I should like to urge here that in any bill reported from the committee the follow- 
ing provision be made in that particular section: ‘“‘That the functions transferred 
by section —— shall not include those of the Secretary of the Interior under 
the Alaska Game Law of January 13, 1925 (48 U. 8S. C. 191-213).” 

The Alaska game law established the procedure by which a commission called 
the Alaska Game Commission performs certain duties relating to game and game 
fish in Alaska, one of its main functions being to recommend regulations to the 
Secretary of the Interior. It is highly desirable that the Alaska game law should 
«ontinue to operate as it presently does so long as the Interior Department retains 
control of Alaska’s fish and game, and it is my:belief that the suggested amend- 
ment to the pending legislation would accomplish this. If there is any question 
at all on this I should welcome the opportunity to be heard before final action is 
taken on the legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 


’ 


E. L. Bartierr. 


Mr. Dincetu. The committee will now adjourn. 
ereupon, at 12:15 p. m., the hearing was adjourned, subjec 
(WI n, at 12:1 m., the | ng v lj 1, subject to 


call.) 


Xx 











